ROBERT M BELL
CHIEF JUDGE
COURT OF APPEALS OF MARYLAND
ROBERT C. MURPHY COURTS OF APPEAL BUILDING
361 ROWE BOULEVARD
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401-1699

November 1, 2002

Honorable Thomas V. “Mike” Miller, Jr.
President of the Senate

H-107 State House

State Circle

Annapolis, Maryland 21401-1991

Honorable Casper R. Taylor, Jr.
Speaker of the House
H-101 State House
State Circle
Annapolis. Maryland 21401-1991
Re: Judgeship Needs for Fiscal Year 2004

Gentlemen:

in accordance with established procedure. the Tudiciar, herein submits iis annuu
certificaton for judgeships. While we will certify the need iur 4 significan: number of new
Judgeships, we will refrain from requesting the General Assembly create Judgeships or judicial
masters given the State’s present budget condition. As in the past, the Judicial Branch will make
every effort to manage its caseloads more effectively with the use of existing resources, including
retired judges upon whom we must continue to rely.

The time 1s approaching rapidly when improved case processing. management innovation
and the use of retired judges reach maximum levels of effectiveness in jurisdictions throughout the
State. There have been no new judgeships established since 1998, notwithstanding the three Circut
Court judgeships related to the transfer of juvenile jurisdiction in Montgomerv County which
literally moved judgeships from one court level to another with a net gain of one judgeship.

Further, 1 direct your attention to our efforts to develop a more reliable means of reporting criminal
cases 1n Baltimore City which in all likelihood will indicate a significant need for additional Judges
in the Circuit Court for Balumore Citv. While this new statistical approach 1s being vahdated, we
have certified additiona! fudges at last vear's leve! for tha Cour

The certification process. vou will recall. involves three principal steps: (1) a statistical
analysis prepared by the Administrative Office of the Courts: (2} a response by individual courts 1o
the analysis. and (3) a final determination by the Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals

The staustical analysis uses a weighted caseload methodology to account for varving
complexity and need for judicial attention amony the panopls of cases filed within our courts. B
“werghting” cases. a more accurate determination (s made of the amoun: of j ed
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process case types. Moreover, such a model provides objective and standard assessments of
judicial resource needs among courts that vary in population and caseload mix. The methodology is
described more fully in the enclosed materials.

Admimnistrative judges from each court are required to review the statistical analvsis and
respond to either an identified need or lack of need for additional judicial resources. It is through
such a review that individual courts provide qualitative information that supplements the statistical
analysis. In addition, it is expected that each administrative judge will seek the views of other
judges within his or her jurisdiction; solicit opinions from the bar; and consult with local
government when local funding support is required.

The Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals is responsible for the annual certification of |
judgeship needs. As such, the Chief Judge reviews the quantitative analysis, the responses from ?
individual courts, and the recommendation of the Chief Judge of the District Court prior to making
a final decision to request additional judicial resources. While the formal certification of judgeship
needs is the result of our quantitative and qualitative analysis, the Judicial Branch request for
additional judges is influenced significantly by State and local budget conditions, the availability of
space in existing court facilities, and the use of case management measures to acquire greater
efficiencies.

Circuit Courts

Ofsimificant imporiance are children and familv relited matters which comprise almost 30
percent of the eniire caseload in the Circunt Courts statewide. The immediacy and far-reaching
impiicaiions of ne ollen recurTing issues within inese cases require careiui and deliberate review,
which consumes a great deal of judicial time. In addition, recent changes in the Maryland Rules
facilitate the transfer of domestic violence protective order hearings from the District Court to a
Circuit Court in which a related family matter is pending. Further compounding these conditions is
the reality that in a majority of these cases, at least one party is unrepresented by counsel. In most
cases, the lack of counsel results in additional judicial time being required to adjudicate the case
fairly and provide equitable relief.

We are reiterating our certification of the past several years for an additional judgeship in
Worcester County to serve as a family law judge for the entire First Judicial Circuit which also
includes Dorchester, Somerset and Wicomico Counties. This judgeship is designed to move
throughout the circuit focusing on family law matters. The need for additional judicial resources in
the First Judicial Circuit cumulatively exceeds the certification of one additional judgeship and is an
efficient means of sharing limited resources.

In addition. over the last vear the Circuit Courts have experienced considerably greater
volumes of jury trial prayers from the District Court. Nowhere has this become more critical than in
the Circuit Court for Baltimore City with its continuing challenges related to the criminal caseload.

District Court

Experiencing similar pressure in petitions for civil protection in domestic violence cases. the
Distniet Court has experienced steady increases in hearings. Complicating this situation 1s the
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significant volume of petitions for peace orders. A collateral growth has occurred in more complex
civil cases and in traffic cases. particularly driving while intoxicated cases  Following the tragic
events of September 11. 2001. law enforcement agencies received grant money to assist in their
operations. The funds were used to put more police in the streets. resulting in more arrests and a
significant rise in DWI cases.

Specifically, we also are certifying the need for one additional judgeship in both Anne
Arundel and St. Mary’s Counties based upon our quantitative analysis and the advice of Chief
Judge Vaughan as to other factors influencing the need for additional resources in these
Jurisdictions. In Anne Arundel County, the statistical analysis approaches the need for an additional
judge (0.9) and when combined with consistently higher comparative bench times and the expanded
time from filing 1o trial warrants the certification. With respect to St Mary's County. it remains one
of the fastest growing communities in the State. Significantly, both the State Police presence and
the Sheriff’s Office have grown substantially resulting in greater volumes of arrests and traffic
citations. In addition, the setting of trial dates in criminal and civil cases has been pushed further
from ﬁhng to trial to compensate for the caseload growth. These conditions also warrant a need to
certify an increase in judicial resources in St. Mary's County.

Despite a reasonable expectation that a declining economy will increase case filings. we will
utilize our judicial resources to the best of our abilities in the State's effort to contain costs.

Verv trulv vours.

“hchn

Robert M. Bell

cc: Honorable Parris N. Glendening, Governor
Honorable Barbara A. Hoffman, Chairman, Senate Budget and Taxation Committee
Honorable Walter M. Baker, Chairman, Senate Judicial Proceedings Committee
Honorable Howard P. Rawlings, Chairman, House Appropriations Committee
Honorable Joseph F. Vallario, Jr., Chairman. House Judiciary Committee
Honorable Ulysses Currie . Senate Budget and Taxation Commitiee
Honorable Joan Cadden, House Appropriations Committee
Honorable William D. Schaefer. State Comptroller
Honorable Joseph F. Murphy, Jr., Chief Judge. Court of Special Appeals
Honorable Paul H. Weinstein, Chairman. Conference of Circwt Judges
Honorable James N. Vaughan, Chief Judge. District Court
Honorable T. Eloise Foster. Secretarv. Department of Budget and Management
Circult Adminisirauve Judges
Honorabie Scott McGlashan. Chair. Conference of Circuit Court Clerks
Joseph C. Bryce, Chief Legislative Officer
Stephen E. Harns. Esq.. State Public Defender
Frank Broccolina. State Court Admunistrator
Karl S. Aro, Executive Director. Department of Legislative Reference
Stephanie Ennel. Budget Analvst. Department of Budget and Management
Elizabeth A Forkin. Administrative Analvs: Departmern: 4 Fiica! Services
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CERTIFICATION PROCESS

Atthesuggestion of the Legislative Policy Committee, the Marvland Judiciarv began
anannual procedure of formally certifying to the General Assembl v the need for additional
judges on January 4, 1979. Since implementation, the process has allowed the Judiciary the
opportunity to present the need for judgeships annuallv based on a review of
comprehensive quantitative and qualitative factors relating to the capacity with which the
State’s judicial system is able to process cases in a timely and equitable manner.

Three different steps are involved in the Chief Judge’s Certification Process. The
starting point, and the subject of this report, is an analysis prepared by the Administrative
Office of the Courts. During the Fiscal Year 2002 certification process, the Administrative
Office of the Courts emploved a weighted caseload methodology to analvze the need
quantitatively for additional judges in the Circuit and District Courts. The National Center
for State Courts was contracted to work with representatives trom the Judiciaryv to develop
this particular workload assessment model. In brief, the method welghts cases to account
for the varving deerees of complexitv and need for judicial attentinn P'sing the weichted
methodology provides a more accurate assessment of the amount o udicial Hme regquired
to process caseload. The model requires a study of ju dge time to be conducted over a
specified period of time. The case weights represent the average benchand non-bench time
(in minutes) required to reach a disposition in each case tvpe. Factors such as vacation and
education leave, as well as the frequency of trials are taken into consideration when
determining case weights. Once the weights are calculated, the number of available judge
minutes is divided by the case weight to determine the number of cases a single judge
should reasonably be able to handle during the vear, thus the workload standard. Actual
filings are then applied to the standard to determine judge need. It i1s important to
emphasize that data obtained rrom this methodology are oniv precursory and are meant
to act only as a starting point in determining the need for additional judicial positions.

The second phase of the certification process involves the individual trial courts. It

1s at this stage of development, after reviewing the preliminarv analvsis, that each Cou nty
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and District Administrative Judge responds to the need for additional judgeships. In
preparation of this response, the administrative judge is advised to: (1) seek the views of
judges from that County or District; (2) solicit opinions from members of the bar from that
County or District; and (3) in the case of the circuit courts, consult with the local
government with respect to funding support. Administrative judges are required to
conduct a thorough review of local conditions, as well as other pertinent factors that mav
support or contradict the quantitative analysis and result in specific recommendations
relating to the need for additional judicial resources.

. District Court Administrative Judges respond directly to the Chief Judge of
the District Court who prepares a final recommendation to the Chief Judge
of the Court of Appeals.

. Circuit Court Administrative Judges respond directlv to the Administrative
Office of the Courts which prepares recommendations to the Chief Judge of
the Court of Appeals.

The final phase of the certification plan occurs when the Chief Tudge of the Court

ot Appealsreviews the guanttative analvsis, the responses trom the administrative judges
and the administrative legislative leadership based on a distillation of all available

information.
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JUDGESHIP NEED IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS
FISCAL YEAR 2004

BASED ON WEIGHTED CASELOAD METHODOLOGY
(JUDGESHIP NEED HAS BEEN ROUNDED)

Jurisdiction Actual Judges Projected Need Additional Judges Needed
Allegany - 1.9 0.0
Anne Arundel 10 12.8 20
Baltimore Citv* 30 32.8 2.0
Baltimore County 16 19.3 3.0
Calvert 2 2.6 0.0
Caroline 1 1.0 0.0
Carroll 3 3.7 0.0
Cecil 3 4.1 1.0
Charles 4 4.5 0.0
Dorchester 1 1.3 0.0
Frederick 4 49 0o
Garrett | 1.0 0.0
Harford | 3 6.U s ju

CHoward s <4

i Nent l . iU YY)
Montgomery 20 22.9 2.0
Prince George's 23 23.6 0.0
Queen Anne’s 1 1.0 0.0
St. Mary's 3 1.9 0.0
Somerset ] 1.1 0.0
Talbot I 1.3 0.0
Washington 4 S FO
Wicomico 3 3.4 00
Worcester** 2 o8 i0
Statewide 146.0 1637 ) on
*Due to a new!ls adopted method of staustical compiation, and peiic g ¢ - aiddlen oty method., te

Jjudgeship need certified for Balumore City in the previous assessment will be used tfor Fiscal Year 20064

**Judgeship would be shared with the other counties in the First Judicial Cirzuit ( Dorchester. Somerset
and Wicomico) for family 'aw marter<
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JUDGESHIP NEED IN THE DISTRICT COURT
FiscaL YEAR 2004

BASED ON WEIGHTED CASELOAD METHODOLOGY
(JUDGESHIP NEED HAS BEEN ROUNDED)

Jurisdiction Actual Judges Projected Need Additional Judges Needed
Allegany 2 1.4 0.0
Anne Arundel* 8 8.9 0"
Baltimore City 26 27.8 1.0
Baltimore County 13 16.1 3.0
Calvert 1 1.6 0.0
Caroline ] 1.0 0.0
Carroll 2 2.1 0.0
Cecil 2 2.0 0.0
Charles 2 2.6 0.0
Dorchester 1 1.0 0.0
Frederick 3 34 0.0

| Sarrett ] 1.0 vl

' Harford 4 33

' Howard 3 4.2 v
Kent 1 1.0 0.0
Montgomery 11 11.5 0.0
Prince George’s 13 16.3 20
Queen Anne’s 1 1.0 0.0
St. Mary’s* ] 1.5 1.0
Somerset 1 1.0 00
Talbot ] 1.0 0.0
Washington 2 29 0.0
Wicomico 2 2.6 00

| Worcester I 2.3 1.0
Statewide 105.0 117.7 10.0

*Significant qualitative factors indicate a need for judicial resources (refer 1o Chief lidue Bell's
transmittal letter and Chief Judge Vaughan's recommendation).
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GENERAL TRENDS IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS

Over the last five years, the Circuit Courts have experienced an increase in total
filings, from 277,204 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 289,920
filings. Increases were noted in three of the four functional case categories during that
period. Domestic filings, which comprised nearly 33 percent of the total caseload
during Fiscal Year 2002, rose approximately 8.3 percent. There were 88,414 'domestic
case filings reported during Fiscal Year 1998. That figure compares with 95,506 filings
during Fiscal Year 2002. Of important note is that the courts have managed to dispose
of these very sensitive, often life-altering matters, efficiently and expeditiously. Also
increasing during the five-year period, were civil case filings. There was an 8.5 percent
increase in civil filings, from 71,760 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of
77,857 filings. Criminal filings rose 8.3 percent, from 71,770 during Fiscal Year 1998, to
77,750 filings during Fiscal Year 2002. Contributing to the increase in criminal filings
was a 24.4 percent rise in requests for jury trials emanating from the District Court.
There were 33,896 jurv trial pravers reported during Fiscal Year 2002, compared with
27,257 during Fiscal Year 1998 The onlv runctional area in which a decrease was noted
was juvenile cases. There were 45,260 juvenile filings reported during Fiscal Year 1998,
compared with 38,298 during Fiscal Year 2002, a decrease of approximately 15.4
percent. That decrease can be attributed to a change in reporting procedures for CINA,
TPR and Adoption cases. Delinquency filings also decreased slightlv during the five-
year period, 2.5 percent, from 32,901 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of
32,093 filings.

Since Fiscal Year 1998, judgeships in the Circuit Courts have increased from 140
to the current total of 146 judges which includes the three judgeships authorized as a
result of the transfer of juvenile jurisdiction from the District Court to the Circuit Court
for Montgomery County. The courts, while facing sensitive issues such as those
associated with family matters, as well as complex civil litigation and criminal issues,

have continued to find innovative ways to manage cases effectivelv and timelv without
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the benefit of additional resources. Each court has worked diligentlv to enhance its case
management; adhere to strict continuance policies; adopt dispute resolution programs;
and use retired judge resources. While certifying the need for additional judgeships
each year, the Judiciary has been conscious of the need for fiscal constraint and, thus,
searched for other means by which to handle the complex dockets with which they are

faced. Despite these efforts, the Circuit Courts are rapidly approaching the limits of

improved management and innovation.




CIRCUIT COURT ANALYSIS

Allegany County

Allegany County is one of three counties located in the Fourth Judicial Circuit of
Maryland. It has a projected Julv 1, 2003, population of 75,800 residents, an increase of
nearly two percent over the 2000 Census. There are two judges assigned to adjudicate
Allegany County’s caseload. (

Over the last five years, filing activity in Allegany County decreased
approximately 9.3 percent, from 3,826 filings during Fiscal Year 1998, to the Fiscal Year
2002 level of 3,470 total filings. Contributing to the overall decrease were decreases in
civil and criminal case filings. The only increase over the five-vear period occurred in
juvenile filings. Since Fiscal Year 1998, civil filings decreased more than 13 percent,
from 2,779, to the current level of 2,405 filings. That decrease can be attributed to a 15.8
percent decrease in domestic filings. During Fiscal Year 1998, there were 1,698 domestic
case filings reported by Allegany Countv, compared with the Fiscal Year 2002 level of
1.429 filings. Likewise. criminal filings decreased more than 14 nercert from A0Q
during Fiscal Year 1998 to 599 criminal filings during Fiscal Year 2002 A decrease of
approximately 22.6 percent in jury trial prayers (from 438 in Fiscal Year 1998 to 339 in
Fiscal Year 2002) contributed to the reported decrease. In contrast, juvenile filings rose
33.5 percent, from 349 during Fiscal Year 1998 to 466 juvenile filings reported during
Fiscal Year 2002. A rather significant increase in delinquency filings over the last five
years contributed to the reported increase. The Court has initiated several management
programs in an attempt to improve efficiency in case processing, including accelerating
the scheduling of initial appearances, establishing a stricter continuance policy and

employing an active ADR (Alternative Dispute Resolution) Program in civil and familv

law cases.

Anne Arundel County

Since the 2002 Census, population in Anne Arundel Countv has increased




approximately 4.1 percent, to the July 1, 2003, projected population of 509,500 residents.
Currently, Anne Arundel County has ten judges. The quantitative analysis indicates a
need for two additional judges.

Filing activity in Anne Arundel County has remained relatively consistent over
the last five years. There were 20,712 total filings reported during Fiscal Year 2002, an
increase of approximately 2.2 percent over the Fiscal Year 1998 level of 20,274 filings.
Decreases were noted in three of the four functional areas, with the most significant
decrease occurring in juvenile case filings. A 22.7 percent decrease was reported in
juvenile filings during the five-year period, from 3,417 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 2,641
filings in Fiscal Year 2002. That decrease can be attributed to a decrease of nearly 13
percent in delinquency filings. There were 2,893 delinquency cases filed during Fiscal
Year 1998, compared with the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 2,519 filings. Also decreasing
during the five-year period were overall civil case filings, from 12,585 during Fiscal
Year 1998, to the current level of 11,912 filings, representing a 5.3 percent decrease.
Contributing to the reported decrease was a decrease of approximatelv 10.8 percent in
domestic tilings, from 6,092 in Fiscal Year 1998 to 5,436 in Fiscal Year 2002. In sharp
contrast, during the five-year period, criminal filings rose more than 44 percent, from
4,272 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 6,159 filings. Increases were noted
in indictment and information filings (from 3,325 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 4,226 in Fiscal
Year 2002) and requests for jury trials emanating from the District Court (from 479 in
Fiscal Year 1998, to 890 in Fiscal Year 2002). Criminal appeals from the District Court
increased more than 108 percent over the last five years. There were 390 appeals
recorded during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with 814 during Fiscal Year 2002.

There were more than 27,000 hearings conducted during Fiscal Year 2002, an
increase ot nearly 13 percent over the previous vear's total of 23,983 hearings. To better
manage caseload, the Court has, among other initiatives, implemented a stricter
continuance policy, scheduled more status conferences and emploved a new civil case

management plan designed to allow for early resolution of issues. During Fiscal Year
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2002, the average time from filing to disposition of civil cases was 246 davs, while
criminal and juvenile case disposition averaged 114 davs and 68 days, respectively.

Baltimore City

Baltimore City has experienced an exodus of residents over the last ten vears. Its
July 1, 2003, projected population is 634, 500 residents. There are thirty judges tasked
with adjudicating Baltimore City’s caseload. During Fiscal Year 2002, there reportedlv
were more than 89,000 hearings conducted.

While Baltimore City has experienced a steady decline in population, there has
not been a corresponding reduction in filing activity. During Fiscal Year 2002, there
were 68,457 total filings recorded. That figure represents 23.6 percent of the statewide
total. More than 37 percent of Baltimore City’s caseload comprised criminal case fi lings.
There were 25,378 criminal cases reported during Fiscal Year 2002 accounting for
approximately 32.6 percent of the total criminal caseload statewide and more than 38
percent of the State’s felony filings.

Traditionally, the State’s Attornev’s Ottice in Baltimore Citv has emploved a
method of charging criminal defendants different from other jurisdictions. A single
incident with multiple charges often is assigned separate case numbers for each charge
often resulting in an inflated case count. As a result of implementing a new certification
methodology and in an attempt to use data from Baltimore City that more closelv aligns
with the rest of the State, the National Center for State Courts in developing a workload
assessment model used defendant-based statistics during the Fiscal Year 2001 needs
analysis in determining judicial need in criminal matters in Baltimore City. That
approach appears to under-represent the criminal caseload perhaps significantly
because it fails to account for multiple appearances of the same defendart engaged in
separate incidents. Since then, the State’s Attorney’s Office and the Court have arrived

at a compromise in which they agreed, for statistical purposes, to use an incident

tracking number as the unit for counting filings. In doing so, cases will be linked by




tracking number, to more accurately reflect court activity because all charges with the
same tracking number will be associated with a single incident thereby constituting a
single filing.

The Fiscal Year 2000 statistics based upon the State’s Attorney Office traditional
case-numbering methodology tended to reflect an over-representation of filings
because multiple charges arising out of a single incident possibly could have been
reported as separate filings. There was a precipitous decrease in criminal filings in
Fiscal Year 2001 when the basis for counting changed from case number to defendant
(from 25,710 in Fiscal Year 2000, to 12,992 in Fiscal Year 2001). An equally precipitous
increase has occurred with the application of tracking number-based statistics for Fiscal
Year 2002 criminal data. While the tracking number-based approach is a more
reflective method of determining criminal caseload, there needs to be a fuller
examination of its application to ascertain its validity. It is anticipated that the need for
additional judgeships will increase, perhaps significantly from that indicated using the
admittedlv under-represented methodologv, which indicated a need of two additional
judges 1n Fiscal Year 2002. Until the new methodologyv has been validated, we will reiv

on the prior year’s needs determination.

Baltimore County

Baltimore County has a projected July 1, 2003, population of 782,400 residents. It
is the third most populous jurisdiction in the State. Currently, there are sixteen judges
assigned to Baltimore County. The statistical analysis indicates a need for three
additional judges.

Over the last five years, filing activity in Baltimore Countv increased
approximately 6.5 percent, from 28,055 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level o:
29,874 filings. Contributing to the reported increase was a 19.8 percent rise in overall
civil case filings. There were 15,402 civil cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared

with 18,452 filings during Fiscal Year 2002. The reported increase can be attributed to a
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25.7 percent rise in domestic filings, from 7,735 in Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level
of 9,723 filings. In contrast, criminal filings decreased 11.2 percent, while juvenile
filings decreased 7.4 percent over the last five vears. There were 6,807 criminal cases
filed during Fiscal Year 2002, compared with 7,667 filings during Fiscal Year 1998. A
decrease of 31.3 percent in jury trial pravers (from 2,134 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 1,466 in
Fiscal Year 2002), coupled with a 4.7 percent decrease in indictment and infotmation
filings (from 4,218 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 4,021 in Fiscal Year 2002) contributed to the
overall decrease in criminal filings. The reported decrease in juvenile filings can be
attributed to a 7.1 percent decrease in juvenile filings, from 4,249 in Fiscal Year 1998, to
3,947 filings reported in Fiscal Year 2002.

From filing to disposition, civil cases in Baltimore County averaged 250 davs
during Fiscal Year 2002. Criminal and juvenile case disposition averaged 123 and 85
days, respectively. The use of retired judges in settlement conferences, the emplovment
of ADR programs in civil and domestic cases and the use of differentiated case
management are among the initiatives undertaken in Baltimore County to more

ettectively and efficiently manage its caseload.

Calvert County

Calvert County is located in the Seventh Judicial Circuit of Maryland. Its
population is projected to approximate 81,800 residents by July 1, 2003. Calvert County
has two judges who presided over more than 6,700 hearings during Fiscal Year 2002.

Over the last five years, there has been a two percent rise in total fil ings in
Calvert County, from 4,686 in Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 4,779 tilings. A
14.5 percent rise in overall civil filings, mitigated bv a 28 4 percent decrease in criminal
filings, contributed to the slight increase in overall tilings  There were 3,51~ civil cases
filed during Fiscal Year 2002. That figure compares with 3,070 filings during Fiscal Year
1998. Domestic filings rose 13.7 percent (from 2,399 in Fiscal Year 1998 to 2,728 in Fiscal

Year 2002) over the last five years, contributing to the reported increase in civii cases. In
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contrast, the decrease in criminal filings can be attributed to a 43.4 percent decrease in
indictment and information filings.

Valuing the importance of effective case processing, the Court has advanced
several management tools to reduce delays without sacrificing due diligence. Among
those initiatives are utilizing resources in family services to assist in effective case

disposition, exercising greater control over continuances and evaluating the feasibilitv

of establishing a Pro Se Clinic.

Caroline County

Caroline County is located on Maryland’s Eastern Shore. It has a projected July
1, 2003, population of 30,700 residents. This single-judge jurisdiction reported more
than 3,000 hearings for Fiscal Year 2002.

Caroline County has experienced a 9 percent rise in total filings over the last five
vears, from 1,692 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 1,845 during Fiscal Year 2002. Increases
were noted in both criminal and juvenile filings. There were 312 criminal cases filed
during Fiscal Year 2002, representing an 82.5 percent increase over the Fiscal Year 19%~
level of 171 filings. Contributing to the reported increase were increases in indictment
and information filings (119.4 percent) and jury trial prayers (64.4 percent). There were
72 indictment and information cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with 158
filings reported during Fiscal Year 2002. Likewise, requests for jury trials emanating
from the District Court rose from 73 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 120 filings during Fiscal Year
2002. Juvenile case filings increased more than 23 percent, from 280 during Fiscal Year
1998 to 345 filings during Fiscal Year 2002. The reported increase can be attributed tc a
53 percent rise in delinquency filings (from 200 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 306 in Fiscal Year
2002). The only functional area in which a decrease was noted was in overall civil
filings, from 1,241 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 1,185 filings during Fiscal Year 2002. A
6.9 percent decrease in domestic case filings, from 979 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the

current level of 911 filings, contributed to reported decrease in total civil filings.
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During Fiscal Year 2002, Caroline Countv reported an average case disposition
time of 171 days for civil cases, 163 days for criminal cases and 36 days for juvenile
cases. The Court, in an attempt to improve efficiency in case management and
processing, has instituted scheduling conferences upon filing of the answer, which is

expected to reduce delays.

Carroll County

Carroll County continues to experience a steady influx of residents. The Julv 1,
2003, population is expected to approximate 158,300 residents. There are three judges
assigned to Carroll County.

Along with the increase in population, Carroll County has noted a rise in filing
activity over the last five years. There were 6,655 total filings reported during Fiscal
Year 2002, representing an increase of nearly 13 percent over the Fiscal Year 1998 level
of 5,896 filings. Increases were noted in two of the four functional areas. The greatest
statistical increase occurred in criminal filings, 27.2 percent or +48 additional tilings,
from 1,~45 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 2,093 criminal filings during Fiscal Year 2002
Contributing to that increase was a 57.4 percent rise in requests for jury trials emanating
from the District Court. There were 756 jury trial pravers filed during Fiscal Year 1998,
compared with 1,190 filings during Fiscal Year 2002. Juvenile filings also rose over the
five-year period, from 799 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 1,168 tilings,
an increase of 46.2 percent. A 77.5 percent rise in delinquency filings (from 614 in Fiscal
Year 1998, to 1,090 in Fiscal Year 2002) contributed to the reported increase in overall
juvenile filings. Total civil filings decreased slightly during the last five vears, 1.7
percent, from 3,452 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 3,294 filings.

Providing additional assistance to pro se litigants, revising the differentiated casc
management system in family matters, and conducting a periodic review of cases to

avoid undue delays are among the initiatives implemented by the Court to improve

judicial planning and case management.




Cecil County

Cecil County is one of the fastest growing jurisdictions on the Eastern Shore. The
population in that area of the State is expected to reach 91,500 residents by Julv 1, 2003.
A statistical analysis indicates a need for one additional judge.

Coupled with the influx of residents in Cecil County has been a significant rise in
filing activity in civil and criminal filings. There were 7,620 total filings recorded
during Fiscal Year 2002, an increase of approximately 60.5 percent over the Fiscal Year
1998 level of 4,748 filings. Contributing most significantly to the reported increase was
a 108.1 percent rise in total civil filings, from 2,522 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 5,248
during Fiscal Year 2002. That increase can be attributed to a 134.6 percent increase in
domestic filings. There were 1,705 domestic cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998,
compared with 4,000 filings during Fiscal Year 2002. Likewise, criminal filings rose 27.5
percent, from 1,445 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 1,843 filings. During
the five-year period, jury trial prayers rose 27.1 percent, contributing to the reported
increase.

Case disposition time for Fiscal Year 2002 averaged 182 davs in civil cases, 197
days in criminal cases and 85 days in juvenile cases. The Court will continue to monitor

statistics and track delays in scheduling in an effort to improve overall efficiency.

Charles County

Not unlike other Southern Maryland Counties, Charles County continues to
experience a growth in population with a July 1, 2003, projected population of 127,000
inhabitants. With a complement of four judges, Charles County conducted more than
10,000 hearings during Fiscal Year 2002.

Filing activity in Charles County has increased steadily over the last five vears,
from 7,644 total filings in Fiscal Year 1998, to the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 8,010 filings.
Those figures represent an increase of 4.8 percent. Increases were noted in each of the

functional areas with the greatest increase occurring in criminal filings. There were
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1,703 criminal cases filed during Fiscal Year 2002, an increase of 15.1 percent over the
Fiscal Year 1998 level of 1,479 filings. The aforementioned increase can be attributed to
a 42.1 percent rise in jury trial prayers, from 624 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current
level of 887 filings. Juvenile filings followed, increasing nearlv 12 percent. There were
923 juvenile filings reported during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with the Fiscal Year
2002 level of 1,032 filings. Contributing to that increase was a 26.4 percent rise in
delinquency filings, from 783 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 990 filings reported in Fiscal Year
2002. Total civil filings remained relatively constant over the five-year period,
increasing less than one percent.

To improve efficiency in case processing, the Court has committed to improving
scheduling procedures, enforcing a stricter continuance policy and providing greater

access to services to pro se litigants.

Dorchester County

Dorchester County is located in the First Judicial Circuit. Its projected Julv 1,
2003, population 1s 31,300 residents, representing a shight increase over the last Census
A single-judge jurisdiction, Dorchester County reported more than 2,600 hearings for
Fiscal Year 2002.

For the last five years, filings in Dorchester County remained consistent,
increasing less than one percent. There were 2,396 total filings reported during Fiscal
Year 1998, compared with the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 2,442 filings. Domestic filings
continued to comprise the greatest percentage of case filings. During Fiscal Year 2002,
there were 1,178 domestic filings reported, representing more than 48 percent of the
total caseload. In comparison, domestic filings accounted for 50.3 percent of the total
caseload in Fiscal Year 1998. Over the last five vears, indictment and information filings
increased 19.5 percent, from 344 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 411
filings. Overall, criminal filings rose 12.5 percent during the five-vear period There

were 632 criminal cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with the Fiscal Year
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2002 level of 711 filings.

During Fiscal Year 2002, case disposition time for civil cases reportedly averaged
167 days. Criminal and juvenile case disposition averaged 127 days and 57 dayvs,
respectively. Dorchester County is exploring several initiatives to improve case
processing, such as closer monitoring of continuances and the continued and expanded

use of early case screening and monitoring case progress.

Frederick County

Frederick County is the fastest growing subdivision in Western Maryland. Its
July 1, 2003, projected population is 209,000 residents. There are four judges assigned to
adjudicate Frederick County’s ever-increasing caseload. The number of hearings
conducted in Frederick County during Fiscal Year 2002 exceeded 8,000.

Since Fiscal Year 1998, Frederick County has experienced an increase of
approximately 35.5 percent in total filings. Increases were noted in each functional area
with the greatest statistical increase occurring in total civil filings. There were 4.685
civil cases tiled during Fiscal Year 2002, representing an increase of 39.2 percent or 1,320
additional filings over the Fiscal Year 1998 level of 3,365 filings. The aforementioned
increase can be attributed to a 51.6 percent rise in domestic filings, from 2,120 filings
during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 3,213 filings. Criminal case filings
followed, increasing nearly 53 percent. There were 1,530 criminal filings reported
during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 2,339 filings.
During the five-year period, jury trial prayers increased 77.6 percent (from 893 in Fiscal
Year 1998, to 1,586 in Fiscal Year 2002), while criminal appeals from the District Court
rose 44.4 percent over the last five vears (from 144 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 208 in Fiscal
Year 2002). There was a 15.3 percent increase in juvenile filings, from 1,933 during
Fiscal Year 1998, to 2,228 filings during Fiscal Year 2002. During that same period
delinquency filings rose 37.2 percent. There were 1,472 delinquencv filings reported

during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with the current level of 2,019 filings.

16




In an effort to maintain efficient processing of cases given the increasing
caseload, the Court has employed the use of status conferences in criminal cases to help
limit continuances and resolve pre-trial matters in a timely manner. The Court also

specially assigns complex civil cases, which has helped to reduce continuances as well.

Garrett County ’

Garrett County is Maryland’s western most subdivision. It is projected that bv
July 1, 2003, this subdivision will be home to 30,100 residents. There is one judge
assigned to Garrett County.

Over the last five vears, Garrett County has experienced a 5.3 percent decrease in
total filings, from 1,122 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 1,062 filings.
Contributing to the reported decrease were decreases in overall civil and juvenile case
filings, mitigated by an increase in criminal filings. There were 747 civil cases filed
during Fiscal Year 2002, representing a 14.7 percent decrease from the Fiscal Year 1998,
level of 876 filings. The aforementioned decrease can be attributed to a 21.7 percent
decrease in domestic filings. There were 634 domestic cases f+.cd during Fiscal Year
1998, compared with the current level of 512 filings. Also decreasing over the five-vear
period were juvenile case filings, from 212 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 189 filings during
Fiscal Year 2002, a decrease of approximately 10.8 percent. The only increase over the
five-year period occurred in criminal filings, from 129 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 186
filings during Fiscal Year 2002. Those figures represent an increase of 44.2 percent.
That increase can be attributed to an 111.3 percent rise in indictment and information
filings, from 62 indictment during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 131 tilings.

Civil cases averaged 206 days from filing to disposition during Fiscal Year 2002,
while criminal and juvenile cases averaged 148 davs and 60 davs, respectivelv. To
improve case processing, the Court is enforcing a strict continuance policy and is more

closely monitoring cases referred to mediation.

17




Harford County

Since the 2000 Census, Harford County has experience an influx of nearly 10,000
residents. It is projected that population will reach 227,700 bv July 1, 2003. There are
five judges tasked with adjudicating Harford County’s caseload. Based on the
statistical analysis, a need exists for one additional judge.

Total filings in Harford County have increased approximately 38 percent over
the last five years. There were 7,577 filings reported during Fiscal Year 1998, compared
with the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 10,457 filings. The aforementioned increase can be
attributed to a 71.5 percent rise in civil case filings, from 4,139 during Fiscal Year 1998,
to the current level of 7,100 filings. Domestic filings rose approximately 99.6 percent
over the five-year period, contributing the increase in overall civil filings. There were
2,589 domestic filings reported during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with 5,167 filings
during Fiscal Year 2002. With respect to criminal case filings, jury trial prayers rose 10.1
percent over the last five vears (from 1,370 in Fiscal Year 1998 to 1,508 in Fiscal Year
2002), while indictment and information filings decreased 12 5 percent (from 846 in
Fiscal Year 1998, to 740 1n Fiscal Year 2002), contributing to the slight increase of less
than one percent.

An average of 174 days lapsed from filing to disposition in civil cases during
Fiscal Year 2002. Criminal case disposition averaged 120 days, while 64 days were
expended on juvenile case disposition. Among the procedural and management tools
adopted to improve case management are prompt scheduling of pre-trial conferences,
adoption of a strict continuance policy, and setting a scheduling conference earlier in

the process in civil and domestic cases.

Howard County
Howard County is located in the Fifth Judicial Circuit. Population in that
subdivision has steadily increased to the Julv 1, 2003 projected level of 267,400

inhabitants. With a complement of five judges, Howard County reported more than
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8,600 hearings for Fiscal Year 2002.

While experiencing a rise in population, Howard County has noted a decrease in
filing activity over the last five years. Since Fiscal Year 1998, rotal filings have
decreased approximately 3.5 percent. A rather significant decrease in criminal filings,
mitigated by a rise in both civil and juvenile filings contributed to the reported decrease
in overall filings. There were 1,775 criminal cases filed during Fiscal Year 2002,
representing a 20.1 percent decrease from the Fiscal Year 1998 level of 2,221 filings.
That decrease can be attributed to decreases in indictment and information filings, 28.2
percent (from 848 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 609 in Fiscal Year 2002) and in requests for jurv
trials emanating from the District Court, 11.7 percent (from 1,095 in Fiscal Year 1998, to
967 in Fiscal Year 2002). In contrast, juvenile filings rose 4.9 percent during the five-
year period. There were 1,294 juvenile cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared
with the current level of 1,357 filings. A 16.9 percent increase in CINA filings, from 207
in Fiscal Year 1998, to 242 in Fiscal Year 2002, contributed to the reported increase. Civil
case filings increased as well, however slightly. There were 4.845 c1vil case tilings
reported during Fiscal Year 2002, an increase of 1.9 percen: o~ er the Fiscal Y car 1998
level of 4,755 filings.

During Fiscal Year 2002, civil case disposition averaged 242 days, while criminal
and juvenile case disposition averaged 138 days and 68 days, respectively. Among the
efforts undertaken by the Court to improve efficiency are providing more opportunities
for ADR intervention, reviewing continuance rates and reasons more closely, and

exploring measures to expedite the scheduling of appeals and jury trial pravers from

the District Court.

Kent County
Maryland'’s least populated subdivision, Kent County 1s expected to house 19,600
residents by July 1, 2003. That figure represents approximatelv 400 additional residents

since the 2000 Census. Kent County is a single judge jurisdiction. During Fiscal Year
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2002, approximately 1,900 hearings were conducted.

While noting an increase in indictment and information filings over the last five
years, from 80 in Fiscal Year 1998, to the current total of 107 filings as well as a 94.4
percent rise in jury trial prayers (from 71 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 138 in Fiscal Year 2002).
Kent County reported a decrease in overall filings of approximately 24.1 percent during
the same period. There were 1,463 total cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared
with the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 1,111 filings. Contributing to that decrease was a 37.1
percent decrease in civil case filings, from 1,190 in Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level
of 748 filings. That decrease can be attributed to a 44.1 percent decrease in domestic
filings. There were 1,037 domestic cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared to 580
filings in Fiscal Year 2002.

The average time from filing of a civil case to its disposition during Fiscal Year
2002 was 169 days. Criminal cases averaged 138 davs, while an average of 49 days was
expended in juvenile case disposition. Initiatives undertaken by the Court for
improved case management include utilization of pre-trial status conferences in
criminal cases, enforcement of a strict continuance policy and -ontinued use of a

settlement judge in civil cases.

Montgomery County

Montgomery County is the most populous jurisdiction in Maryland. It is
expected to be home to nearly 914,000 residents by July 1, 2003. Montgomery County
has a complement of twenty judges. The statistical analysis indicated a need for two
additional judges.

Overall filing activity in Montgomery County remained relatively steadv over
the last five years, increasing only 1.1 percent. There were 33,347 total filings reported
during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 35,921 filings.
However, the distribution of case filings fluctuated during the five-vear period. Civil

filings rose approximately five percent, from 23,980 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the
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current level of 25,181 filings. Within the overall civil case tvpe, domestic filings rose
11.3 percent (from 10,013 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 11,146 in Fiscal Year 2002), while tort
filings decreased 34.1 percent (from 2,141 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 1,410 in Fiscal Year
2002). Likewise, a 52.8 percent increase was noted in criminal filings, from 4,400 during
Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 6,722 filings. Contributing to the reported
increase was a 33 percent rise in indictment and information filings (from 2,250 in Fiscal
Year 1998, to 2,992 in Fiscal Year 2002), coupled with a 121 percent increase in jury trial
prayers (from 1,241 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 2,743 in Fiscal Year 2002). The 43.9 percent
decrease in juvenile filings mitigated the increases in civil and criminal filings, resulting
in the slight overall rise in filings. Juvenile case filings decreased from 7,167 during
Fiscal Year 1998, to 4,018 during Fiscal Year 1998. Contributing to the reported decrease
was a 34.7 percent decrease in delinquency filings, from 5,689 in Fiscal Year 1998, to
3,713 filings during Fiscal Year 2002.

Montgomery County reportedly averaged 138 days from filing to disposition in
civil cases during Fiscal Year 2002. During the same period, criminal case disposition
averaged 82 davs while 83 davs were expended on juvenile case disposition. In an
effort to maintain efficiency in case processing, the Court has continued to strictly
enforce its continuance policy, reduce delays between initial trial date and rescheduled

trial dates and develop a differentiated case management plan for juvenile cases.

Prince George’s County

Located in Maryland'’s Seventh Judicial Circuit, Prince George’s Countv is home
to 832,300 residents making it the second most populous subdivision in the State. There
are twenty-three judges assigned to adjudicate Prince George’s County’s caseload.

Over the last five vears, filing activity in Prince George's County has declined,
from 44,239 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 40,615 filings, a
decrease of 8.2 percent. Decreases were noted in both overall civil and juvenile case

filings, while a slight increase occurred in criminal filings. Civil tilings decreased 8.8
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percent, from 28,964 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 26,413 filings. That
decrease can be attributed to a 16.7 percent decrease in domestic case filings, from
17,345 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 14,442 filings. Likewise,
juvenile cases decreased 20.7 percent, from 5,751 in Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level
of 4,562 filings. A change in reporting procedures in CINA, TPR and Adoption cases
contributed to that decrease. During the same period, delinquency filings rose
approximately 11.9 percent, from 3,676 in Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 4,115
filings. A 29.8 percent rise in jury trial prayers (from 3,878 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 5,032
in Fiscal Year 2000), mitigated by a 16.7 percent decrease in indictment and information
filings, (from 4,738 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 3,949 in Fiscal Year 2002) contributed to the
slight overall rise in criminal filings. There were 9,640 criminal case filings reported
during Fiscal Year 2002, a 1.2 percent increase over the Fiscal Year 1998 level of 9,524
filings.

During Fiscal Year 2002, Prince George’s County reported an average case
disposition time in civil cases of 236 davs, 114 davs in criminal case disposition and 52
davs in juvenile case disposihon  Among the initiatives undertaken to ensure optimal
efficiency in case management are analyzing continuances regularly, eliminating

extended periods of inactivity in cases, and developing a pro se education program.

Queen Anne’s County

Located on Maryland’s Eastern Shore, Queen Anne’s County continues to attract
new residents. It is projected that this subdivision will be home to approximately
43,100 residents by July 1, 2003. A single-judge jurisdiction, there were more than 1,600
hearings conducted in Queen Anne’s Countv during Fiscal Year 2002.

While criminal filing activity has risen nearly 61 percent over the last five vears,
from 160 during Fiscal Year 1998 to 257 filings during Fiscal Year 2002, overall tilings
decreased approximately 21 percent. There were 1,918 total cases filed in Queen Anne’s

County during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with the current level of 1,515 filings. The
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increase in criminal filings can be attributed to a 98.5 percent rise in indictment and
information filings (from 66 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 131 filings in Fiscal Year 2002),
coupled with a 54.4 percent increase in jury trial prayers (trom 37 in Fiscal Year 1998, to
88 in Fiscal Year 2002). In contrast, civil case filings decreased 27 percent, from 1,431
during Fiscal Year 1998, to the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 1,044 filings. That decrease can
be attributed to a 40.4 percent decrease in domestic filings, from 976 during Fiscal Year
1998, to the current level of 582 filings. Likewise, juvenile filings decreased 34.6 percent,
from 327 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 214 during Fiscal Year 2002. During that same
period, delinquency filings decreased 22 percent, from 227 during Fiscal Year 1998, to
the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 177 filings.

During Fiscal Year 2002, civil case disposition averaged 180 davs, while criminal
and juvenile case disposition averaged 110 days and 50 days, respectively. Severai
initiatives have been implemented in Queen Anne’s County to ensure effective case
management, including timely issuance of scheduling orders, strict enforcement of the

continuance policy and timelv application of Rule 2-307.

St. Mary’s County

Located on the southern most tip of Maryland, approximately 89,700 people are
expected to populate St. Mary’s County by July 1, 2003. St. Marv’s County’s three
resident judges conducted more than 3,100 hearings during Fiscal Year 2002.

In contrast to the influx of residents to St. Mary’s County, filing activity has
decreased by nearly 32 percent over the last five years. There were 5,082 cases filed
during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with 3,460 filings during Fiscal Year 2002. Decreases
were noted in each of the functional areas, with the most significant statistical decrease
occurring in overall civil filings. There were 2,393 civil cases filed during Fiscal Year
2002, a decrease of 35.3 percent or 1,304 filings from the Fiscal Year 1998 level of 3,697
filings. Contributing to the reported decrease was a 43 percent decrease in domestic

filings. There were 3,000 domestic cases ftiled during Fiscal Year 1993, compared with
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the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 1,710 filings. Juvenile filings followed decreasing more
than 39 percent, from 612 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 372
filings. A 25.5 percent decrease in delinquency filings (from 467 during Fiscal Year
1998, to 348 during Fiscal Year 2002) contributed to the decrease in juvenile filings.
Criminal case filings also decreased during the five-year period, 10.1 percent, from 773
in Fiscal Year 1998, to 695 in Fiscal Year 2002. That decrease can be attributed to a 23.7
percent decrease in requests for jury trials emanating from the District Court, from 481
during Fiscal Year 1998 to the current total of 367 filings.

The average time from filing to disposition during Fiscal Year 2002 was 176 days
for civil cases, 115 davs for criminal cases and 68 days for juvenile cases. Court staff
participated in case flow principles training to gain a better understanding of tools and
techniques for improved case management. The Court is exploring several of those

management tools.

Somerset County

Somerset County is located in the First judicial Circuit of Marvland. Population
in that subdivision is expected to approximate 25,300 by July 1, 2003. One of several
single-judge jurisdictions on the Eastern Shore, Somerset County recorded more than
2,400 hearings during Fiscal Year 2002.

Filing activity decreased approximately 10.3 percent over the last five years in
Somerset County. There were 2,248 total cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared
with the Fiscal Year 2002 total of 2,016 filings. Contributing most significantly to the
reported decrease was a 38.7 percent decrease in criminal filings, from 558 during Fiscal
Year 1998, to the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 342 filings. Decreases in jury trial pravers
(from 345 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 163 in Fiscal Year 2002) and indictment and
information filings (from 187 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 146 in Fiscal Year 2002) contributed
to the reported decrease in criminal filings. In contrast, a 4.1 percent increase in

domestic filings contributed to the 8.3 percent rise in total civil filings. There were 1,385
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civil cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with the current total of 1,500 civil
filings.

Civil case disposition averaged 135 days during Fiscal Year 2002 in Somerset
County. The average time expended in criminal cases was 92 davs, while juvenile cases
averaged 43 days. The Court has undertaken several initiatives to ensure effective case
management, including implementation of a strict continuance policy, operf and
continuous communication with the State’s Attorney and Public Defender and the use

of retired judges to preside over settlement conferences.

Talbot County

Talbot County is located in the Second Judicial Circuit. Its July 1, 2003, projected
population is 34,800 residents. Talbot County has one resident judge. During Fiscal
Year 2002, more than 2,600 hearings were conducted.

Over the last five years, total filings have increased more than 20 percent in
Talbot County, from 1,929 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current total of 2,329 tilings.
Increases were noted in three of the four functional areas, with the greatest increase
reported in juvenile filings. There was a 60 percent increase reported in juvenile case
filings, from 285 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the Fiscal Year 2002 level of 456 filings.
That increase can be attributed to a 123.8 percent rise in delinquency filings, from 189
during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 423 filings. Likewise, total civil case
filings rose 23 percent, from 1,157 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 1,423 filings during Fiscal
Year 2002. A 22.4 percent increase in domestic case filings contributed to the overall
increase. There were 891 domestic cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with
1,091 during Fiscal Year 2002. The only functional area to experience a decrease during
the five-vear period was criminal, decreasing 8 percent. There were 487 criminal cases
filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with 448 during Fiscal Year 2002. A 51.9
percent decrease in criminal appeals (from 52 in Fiscal Year 1998 to 25 in Fiscal Year

2002) contributed to the reported decrease.
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Civil case disposition averaged 201 days, while criminal and juvenile case
disposition averaged 125 days and 42 days, respectively. The Court has made several
strides toward ensuring effective case management. Among those efforts are
implementing a case management plan for civil cases, utilizing domestic masters to
conduct scheduling conferences in domestic cases, and generating additional

management reports to track progress.

Washington County

Located in the Fourth Judicial Circuit, Washington County is expected to be
home to approximately 135,400 residents by July 1, 2003. Washington County has four
resident judges. The statistical analysis indicates a need for an additional judge.
During Fiscal Year 2002, there were more than 6,400 hearings conducted.

Filing activity in Washington County increased 6.9 percent over the last five
years, from 8,353 filings during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 8,926 filings.
Contributing to the reported increase were increases in domestic and delinquencv
filings, as well as a rise in the number of requests for jurv trials emanating from the
District Court. There were 4,271 domestic cases filed during Fiscal Year 2002, an
increase of 19 percent over the Fiscal Year 1998 level of 3,590 filings. Likewise,
delinquency filings increased 22.1 percent (from 562 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 686 in Fiscal
Year 2002), while a 16 percent increase was noted in jury trial prayers, from 1,359
during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 1,576 filings.

Overall, civil filings rose 11.2 percent during the five-year period. There were 4,848
civil case filings reported during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with the Fiscal Year 2002
total of 5,393 filings. Criminal filings also increased during the same period, from 2,409
in Fiscal Year 1998, to 2,714 in Fiscal Year 2002, an increase of 12.7 percent.

During Fiscal Year 2002, civil case disposition averaged 196 davs, while criminal
and juvenile case disposition averaged 105 davs and 63 days, respectivelv. Ever

conscious of the importance of effective case management, the Court has employed
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several tools to ensure efficiency. Among those tools is strict enforcement of the
continuance policy, effective use of settlement conferences in domestic cases, and

improvement to procedures for handling juvenile waivers.

Wicomico County

Wicomico County is housed in the First Judicial Circuit. It is one of the most
populous subdivisions on the Eastern Shore with a July 1, 2003, projected population of
89,000 residents. Wicomico County has three judges tasked with adjudicating its ever-
increasing caseload. During Fiscal Year 2002, there were more than 6,200 hearings
conducted.

There has been a significant rise in filing activity in Wicomico County over the
last five years. Total filings increased from 4,778 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the Fiscal
Year 2002 level of 6,185 filings, an increase of 29.4 percent. Increases were noted in each
of the functional areas. Total civil case filings rose 30 percent during the five-year
period, from 2,473 during Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level o 3,214 tilings. That
increase can be attributed to a 38 4 percent increase in domestic cuings. There were
1,710 domestic cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with 2,367 filings during
Fiscal Year 2002. Likewise, a 25.1 percent increase was noted in criminal filings during
the last five years, from 1,874 in Fiscal Year 1998, to the current level of 2,345 filings.
During the five-year period, jury trial prayers increased 39.4 percent (from 965 in Fiscal
Year 1998, to 1,345 in Fiscal Year 2002), while a 3.5 percent increase was reported in
indictment and information filings (from 774 in Fiscal Year 1998, to 801 in Fiscal Year
2002). Juvenile filings also increased, from 431 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 626 during
Fiscal Year 2002, an increase of 45.2 percent. The aforementioned increase can be
atiributed to an 83 percent rise in delinquency filings. There were 312 delinquency
cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998. That figure compares with the Fiscal Year 2002 level
of 571 filings.

Civil case disposition in Wicomico County averaged 231 days during Fiscal Year
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2002, while criminal case disposition averaged 86 days. An average of 49 days was
expended from filing to disposition of juvenile cases during that same period. Several
inutiatives have been undertaken to improve case management in Wicomico County,
including immediate rescheduling of continued cases, closer monitoring of cases to
ensure that psychological and medical evaluations are received in a timelv manner and

weekly juvenile arraignments in an attempt to move toward legal representation for

juveniles.

Worcester County

Worcester County is located in the First Judicial Circuit. It is projected that
population in this subdivision will approximate 50,900 residents by July 1, 2003. There
are two judges assigned to Worcester County. During Fiscal Year 2002, there
reportedly were more than 2,600 hearings conducted.

During the last five years, total filings in Worcester Countyv rose nearly 33
percent. There were 5,160 case filings reported during Fiscal Year 2002, an additional
1,270 case filings over the Fiscal Year 1998 total of 3,890 filings. Contributing most
significantly to the reported increase was a 74 percent rise in overall civil case filings,
from 2,030 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 3,532 filings reported during Fiscal Year 2002.
The aforementioned increase can be attributed to an 84.2 percent increase in domestic
filings. There were 1,261 domestic cases filed during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with
the current level of 2,323 filings. Also increasing during the five-year period were
indictment and information filings, from 334 during Fiscal Year 1998, to 419 filings
during Fiscal Year 2002, an increase of approximately 25.4 percent. During the same
period, jury trial prayers decreased nearlyv 20 percent, from 1,131 in Fiscal Year 1998, to
900 tilings reported during Fiscal Year 2002.

Case disposition time during Fiscal Year 2002 averaged 167 days for civil cases,
93 days for criminal cases and 68 davs for juvenile cases. Among the steps taken to

ensure effective management of cases in Worcester County is mediation for complicated
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civil matters, scheduling conferences for domestic cases within 30-60 days after case is
at issue and the use of ADR programs.
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DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND

JAMES N. VAUGHAN Courts of Appea! Builgirg
Chief Juage Annapcss, Marylana 21431

Tel i410) 260-1525

September 5. 2002 Fax (410)974.5026

The Honorable Robert M. Bell

Chief Judge. Court of Appeals of Maryland
634 Courthouse East

111 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear ’Ju/dge.'BEII:L.L'L wdf

Our need for additional judgeships in the District Court is as oreat if not greater. as that
outlined in our certification request last year (copy enclosed.) I am aware of the state’s fiscal
crisis. but feel it incumbent on me to restate our need for the same six additional tudgeships that
we requested last vear: District One. Baltimore Citv (1): District Two. Worcester Countv (1

-~

Oistriet Four: St Man s County 1 District Five. Prince Geor rge’ s County 2y and Disinie

A b ~ .
Saven. Anne Arundel Counny (s

In addition to the information submitted in last vear's request. I offer the following
comments:

DISTRICT ONE - BALTIMORE CITY

Motor vehicle filings are up drastically from last vear’s statistics. Criminal filings have
also shown an increase. Although landlord tenant filings have slightly declined. there has been a
contrasting increase in contract/tort cases. Baltimore City is second to Prince George's C ounty in
the number of domestic violence cases filed. totaling 3.628. and third highest in the state for
peace orders. The judicial workload assessment conducted approximately two vears ago
recommended the addition of at least two judges 10 this jurisdiction.

DISTRICT TWO - WORCESTER COUNTY

We continue to try to keep abreast o7 our caseload in this Jurisdiction by “shitting”™
Judges. which has a “robbing Peter to pay Paul etfect.” The time has come that we can no Lo,
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The Honorable Robert M. Bell
Page Two
September 3. 2002

refer to Ocean City as a summer court. Since last year’s report, criminal case filings have
increased, and the number of DWT citations has doubled!

DISTRICT FOUR - ST. MARY’S COUNTY

This is the fourth year in which we have asked for the creation of an additional Jjudgeship
for St. Mary’s County. We remain in need of this judgeship to serve our needs, and the needs of
the public, in this district.

DISTRICT FIVE - PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY

The National Center for State Courts, in its assessment of our judicial workload,
recommended the addition of at least four judges to serve the needs of the citizens of Prince
George’s County. Last year, to be conservative and recognizing our needs statewide, we asked
for the creation of two additional judgeships. We reiterate our need for these two Judgeships.

DISTRICT SEVEN - ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY
This is the third vear the administrative judge in this district has asked for the creation of

an additional “udgeship. Although able to certify this need. this is only the second year in wiich
we have requested that you certify our request.

As you know, two of our existing judges were recently appointed to the circuit court, but
this left only one vacancy due to former Chief Judge Rasin returning to the trial bench.

Typically, the judges in this jurisdiction spend long hours on the bench. High case filings
also continue 1n this jurisdiction.

We rely heavily on the use of retired judges to keep our courtrooms open and running
when judges take leave or retire. These judges continue to be of enormous assistance to us. but
with our heavy dockets we must use these udges to the maximum in ordar to keep up with our
caseload. Several of these judges are sitting so much that they are “maxing-out” betore the end
of the vear. leaving us with no possible way to cover emergencies. training, etc. in certain parts of
the stale.
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Your consideration is very much appreciated.

Very truly vours,

ames N. Vaughan
Chief Judge

Enclosure

cc: The Honorable Keith E. Mathews
The Honorable John L. Norton, 111
The Honorable Stephen L. Clagett
The Honorable Frank M. Kratovil
The Honorable James W. Dryden
Ms. Patricia L. Platt
Mr. Richard W. Clemens
Ms. Lisal. Ritter

Ms. Barkzra I Allison




DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND

MARTHA F. RASIN Counts of Appeat S
Chiet Judge Annapcts. Maryans 2 al°

Tel. (41Q) 260-152¢

Fax: 1410) 974-5028

September 10, 2001

The Honorable Robert M. Bell

Chief Judge, Court of Appeals of Maryland
634 Courthouse East

111 North Calvert Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear Judge Bell:

In accordance with established procedure I have solicited the views of our twelve
administrative judges as to whether a need exists in their respective districts for additional
judgeships. [ received the following requests: District One. Baltimore Citv (1): District Two.
Woreester County « 1 District Four. St Many's Counny - 11 Distriet Five. Prince Ueorze s
Ceunty (4) and Disict Seven. Anne Arunds! County (1,

After a review of supporting documentation and my own analysis of our statewide needs,
I am herewith submitting the request that you certify a need for six additional judgeships, as
follows: District One, Baltimore City (1); District Two, Worcester County (1); District Four. St.
Mary’s County (1); District Five, Prince George’s County (2), and District Seven, Anne Arundel
County (1). You will recall that last year four of these judgeships were included in your
certification request, Baltimore City, Worcester County. St. Marv’s County and Prince George's
County. The General Assembly treated our request favorabiv for the most part. If anything, the
merits of last year’s request are even stronger since 1o judgeships were created.

DISTRICT ONE - BALTIMORE CITY

The courtroom in central booking is now operating five davs a week. necessitaiing the
assignment of one District Court judge there every day. The Eariy Disposition Docket a. our
Eastside court is running five days a week with the assignment o one fuli-time judge. In
addition. our “drug court” is fully operational and requires the assignmen: of a judge whe has
special knowledge in the area of drug treatment. Another speciaity docket is the domestic
violence docket. which occupies a judge tull ume.
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This district 1s the only district in the state that necessitates a full-time housing docket,
and is the enly junisdiction within our court that has condemnation powers.

As Judge Mathews points out in his enclosed letter, Baltimore City is also the only
Jjurisdiction where it takes four judicial days a week for the handling of parking tickets.

A slight decline in filings has not eased the strain on our judicial resources in Baltimore
City. The increase in civil jurisdiction, with more complex cases, decreases the amount of time
available for “routine” adjudication in other areas. I am concerned that judges in Baltimore City
are cutting corners just to get the work done. We need additional judicial resources to prevent
this. The recent workload assessment study determined the need for at least two additional
judges for Baltimore City. However, at this time we are asking for the creation of only one
additional judgeship.

Space to accommodate this judgeship will be available with the opening of the new John
R. Hargrove District Court Building, now slated for December. 2002. Monies will be placed in
the buaget for atamng, contingent on the receipt of s judgeship. (For easy reference. last

. : - -
:\.\.J 15UTh u“;u; Loodmentanon s encloscd

DISTRICT TWO - WORCESTER COUNTY

Judge Norton very adequately sets out in his supporting documentation our need for an
additional judgeship in this jurisdiction. I, again. wholeheartedly support his request. This
Judgeship would be based in Ocean City, where we presently have a chambers and courtroom to
accommuodate this position; however, as you see below, the creation of one new judgeship in this
lower shore district will help all counties. We envision the new judge would sit about half of the
uime in Ocean City and the other half in Saiisbury. .

We are presently supporting our Ocean City court by borrowing our “Snow Hiil judge.”
whose own caseload now reflects the need for additional court days. The heavy caseioad
generated in Ocean City, particularly in the summer months. indeed places a burden on most of
the surrounding courts in that jurisdiction, As Judge Noron points out. our sresent a- adabiiiny
of judicial resources in this locality has generated difficulty in accommodating public need for
prompt adjudication.

The caselead inour Wicomico County court has consistently increased over the past five
vears. The increase in just the number o1 domestic vioience cases has necessitated a scheduied
orotec'n e heanng docket. and it will not be long before deAa_\s will start to occur in the sufficient
s in other areas. A prasent this faciling s being renovated to accormmodate

{
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third courtroom, thereby providing the space needed for a “part-time” Worcester County judge 10
assist with the growing caseload in this jurisdiction.

The caseload in our Somerset County court has also steadily increased over the past five
years. By necessity, our judge in that jurisdiction has been helping out in both Worcester and
Wicomico County. The creation of a new Jjudgeship for Worcester County would afford
Somerset County an additional day per week to address the beginnings of initial trial delays.

I believe the enclosed documentation sufficiently supports the need for an additional
Judgeship in this district, and that the creation of such a judgeship would greatly enhance the
quality of justice for our citizens on the lower shore. (For easy reference, last year’s supporting
documentation is enclosed.)

DISTRICT FOUR - ST. MARY’S COUNTY

For the past three vears the administrative Jjudge in this district has asked that we seek an
additional judgeship for St. Marv’s Counrv. His request was inciuded ir our certification |ast
vear.

As Judge Ciagen points out in his enclosed eTier, Wils 1§ one of the jastest Lrowing
regions'in the state, with the highest population in the state per District Court judge. The
criminal and civil dockets in St. Mary’s County, as well as Calvert County, are 1o the critical
point. The number of criminal cases filed in St. Mary’s County continues to rise. There has also
been a corresponding increase in contract/tort cases, as well as an increase in the number of
peace orders. Judge Clagett reports that the criminal and civil dockets in St. Mary’s are such that
it is taking, in some cases, six 10 ten months to get a trial date. He states that “as a general rule”
it is taking at least four months to set criminal cases in Calvert County.

All over the state it has become increasingly necessary for judges to devote more time to
complex civil cases, in trial, in pre-hearing conferences. and in chambers.

A second judge in St. Mary's will serve not only that countv but also the district. As with
the request for District Two /lower shore). a new Judge in Distric: Four Southern Mardland
Judge would meet a regional need. The addition of a judge in St. Mary’s Countv not oniv would
case the burdens in that county but would greatly reduce the time that it now takes to get an
irutial trial date in Calvert County. 1 support Judge Clagert’s reguest. and nave enclosed
documentation for this vear as well as for the past two vears. Chambers and ccurtroom space are
availaple. and monies have been requested in the budger for a bailliT and courroom clerk.
contingent upon the receipt of this Judgeship.
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DISTRICT FIVE - PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY

Judge Kratovil’s enclosed memorandum asks for the creation of four additional
judgeships for Prince George’s County. His request was based, in part, on the recent assessment
by the National Center for State Courts, recommending an additional 4.5 judges for this
Jjurisdiction. While Judge Kratovil has made a good case, and while there may well be a need for
four, I am being conservative and taking our statewide needs into consideration and asking that
you certify a need for two additional judgeships for this district.

Prince George’s County continues to have the highest number of domestic violence cases
in the state, with 3,602 cases for the period July, 2000 through June, 2001. This jurisdiction
trails Baltimore County only slightly in the number of peace orders, with 1,057 such filings for
the same time period. Indeed, this county is not far behind Baltimore City in the number of
landlord/tenant cases. There were 123,935 such cases filed in this time frame. This district is
also second to only Baltimore City in the number of criminal cases filed.

I nave enclosed Jjudge Kratovil's current aocumemauon. as well as his request from last
vedr. and asa thatl vou ceruny a need for two additions! judgesiizs for Prince George's County.
Chambers and courtrooms are availabie. and monies will be piaczd in the budget for courtroom
starf, contingent upon the receipt of these judgeships.

DISTRICT SEVEN - ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY

You will recall that last year the administrative judge in this district submitted
documentation for an additional judgeship in this jurisdiction. Although I felt he made a very
good case, after taking into consideration our statewide judicial needs, I recommended that we
not seek a judgeship in Anne Arundel County.

Judge Dryden has again submitted his request. [ concur. and ask that vou certify a need
for an additional judgeship in Anne Arundel County. The need for a new judge has increased in
the past vear.

The fudges in this disrict continue to spend more time oo the bench than in any other.
Current statistics covering the time period July, 2000 through June. 2001 show more criminal
case filings than in Montgomerv County. and the number of drunk driving cases for that same
time period is the highest in the state. with 6.903 such cases. Landlord/tenant filings are also
sitghtly up in this district. and there has been an increase in the aumber of domestic violence
cases. As you know. nearly every domestic violence case requires two hearings within a two-
week period.
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[ have enclosed Judge Dryden’s current request, as well as his supporting documentation
last year, and ask that you certify a need for an additional Judgeship in Anne Arundel County.
Space is available for the conversion of a courtroom and chambers, and monies will be placed in
the budget for an additional bailiff and clerk to staff the courtroom.

We rely heavily on the use of retired judges to keep courtrooms open and running when
Judges retire or take leave. These judges are of enormous assistance to us, but [ believe that we
cannot continue to rely solely on them to provide the level of service that we have in the past.
Our ability to use retired judges for other valuable services such as conducting settlement
conferences and helping to reduce backlogs is greatly reduced by our necessity of relying on them
for day-to-day assistance in “regular”cases. From July 1, 2000 through June 30, 2001 we
assigned retired judges for a total of 1,710.5 judge days as compared to 1.322 this same time last
vear.

Teppreciate yvour consideration in cenifiing the need for the following judgeships:

—nsimict Une, Baltimore Cin

JIswict 1wo, Woreester County
District Four, St. Mary’s County
District Five, Prince George’s County
District Seven, Anne Arundel County

[ R,

—_—

Thank vou.
Si;ncerely. \% ,\/ -
;;v,{,/’“,‘.;.i &;{1/‘- /
Lptw T getin
Martha F. Rasin
MFER:bia

Enclosures
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cc: The Honorable Keith E. Mathews
The Honorable John L. Norton, Il
The Honorable Stephen L. Clagett
The Honorable Frank M. Kratovil
The Honorable James W. Dryden
Ms. Patricia L. Plant
Mr. Richard W. Clemens
Ms. Lisa L. Ratter
Ms. Barbara J. Allison




CASE FILINGS IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF MARY1.AND — JURISDICTIONS REQUESTING JUDGESHIPS

Anne Arundel County Baltimore City IPrince George’s County St. Mary’s County Worcester County

Case Type FY2001 | FY2002 | FY2001 | Fy2002 | Fy2001 | FY2002 | FY2001 | FY2002 | FY2001 | FY 2002

Motor Vehicle 101,591 94,117 | 107,089 | 136392 | 126888 | 115177 20,077 14058 | 20220 | 22,817
Civil 42,878 43,546 | 206493 | 193,006 | 164377 | 159,163 5,065 5,000 3,759 3,553
Criminal 12,892 13,332 65,959 76,132 21,017 21,764 2,865 2,590 5,264 5,633
Domestic Violence 1,859 1,966 3,474 3,628 3,606 4,067 166 206 149 139
DWI 6,905 6,920 1,601 2,404 4,320 4,097 746 1,120 816 1,606
Peace Orders 626 942 652 1,195 1,057 1,759 109 181 72 100
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Maryland Circuit Courts
Judge Actual, Need and Varlance

FY 2002
Addittonal

Judges Tiedpe Judges
Cirenil Actual Nuwd Needed
I'st 7.00 8 90 1.96
Jud 7.00 %51 1.51
Ty 21.00 J5 4.42
Ith 7.00 800 1.06
Sth 18.00 2158 358
tth 24.00 278y 3.89
"h 32.00 3271 0.71
sth 30.00) Y2 RO 2 80
lotal 14600 los o) 1992
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MARYLAND CIRCUIT COURTS WORK1.OAD ASSESSMENT MODEL

Circuit Court Annual Workload Standards*

Large Small
Cuaunty County
Case type Standards Standards
Adoptions & Guardianships 808 757
Civil Appeals 775 720
Criminal Appeals 903 8106
Criminal Indictments 1,191 LS
Contracts 459 430
Divorce/Nullity ** 2,420 1,986
Damestic Violence* * 1,526 1,430
Delingquency 3,148 949
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 3,242 1,037
CINA 1,703 1,596
CINS 1,584 (IMEE
Other Civil 3.245 1O
(ther Domestic Relations ** 2,020 1,892
Other Tuvenile 1,388 1.3
Dost Conviction 12 292
Paternity and Non-Support** 1,978 F.RS3
Lorts 575 SRE
I'PR und Guardianships 1.098 1oy
St cacs per qudge por vear
**Inctudes Judiciad Master's tme
Large Small
Courts Courts
Anne Arundel Allegany Cliarles Howard Talbot
Daltinore Calvert Dorcliester Kent Washington
Baltimore City Caroline Frederick Queen Anne's Wicomico
Montgotmery Carroll Giarrels Somerset Worcester
I'rince Greorge's Cecil [artord St. Mary's




Judge Need By Court

MARYLAND JUDICIAL CIRCUITS

First Circujt Adjusted

Y 2002 Judge Judge

o County (‘ase type |' i_“ll!_'w‘__‘ Need Need

o Dorchiester Adoptions & Guardianships 25 0.03 1.51
Civil Appeals 41 0.06
Criminal Appeals 30 0.04
Criminal Indictments 422 0.38
Contracts B .00
Divorce 256 013
Domestic Violence AW 0.04
Delingriency 123 .04
Crinnimal Jury Trial Praver 250 0.08
CINA 2 0.0}
CINS 8 (.00
Other Civil 10 0.10
Other Domestic 0 017
Other Juvenide 1 0.0
Post Conviction Y 0onl
P'aternity and Non-Support 325 0.28
Torts 20 0.04

1PR and Guandianships I8 0.02 N

Total 2,442 1.51




Adjusted

1Y 2002 Judge Judge
County Case type lilings Need Need
Somerset Adoptions & Guardianships e 0.00 1.16

Civil Appeals 70 0.10
Criminal Appeals an 004
Criminal Indictinents 119 0.13
Contracts 10 0.02
Divorce 179 0.09
Domestic Violeuce 806 0.06
Delinquency 131 0.04
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 163 0.05
CINA 3 0.02
CINS 1. 0.01
Other Civil 20 0.07
Other Domestic 291 0.15
Other Juvenile 0 0.00
osi Conviction 0 0.00
Iaternity and Non-Support o] 0.15
Torts I3 0.02
IPR and Guardianships 0 0.00

Total 2416 1.16




TR o 2 s BRSO R g
Adjusted
FY 2002 Judge Judge
Connty Case type Vilings Need Need
Wicomico Adoptions & Guardianships 29 0.04 3.4

Civil Appeals 6l 0.08
Cruninal Appeats 80 0.09
Criminal Indictinents 901 0.8]
Contracts 24 0.06
Divorce 712 0.36
Domestic Violence 12 0.03
Delingnency 571 0.19
Criminal Inry Itial Prayer 1,345 0.44
CINA 47 0.03
CINS 3 .00
Other Civil 673 .22
Other Domestic ORI .36
Other Juvenile 3 .00
PPost Conviction 18 .06
Patemnity and Non-Support 904 0.49
Torts Ry 0.17
TPR and Guardianships 2 .00
Total 0,185 3.44




Adjusted
FY 2002 Judge Judge
. County Case type Filings Need Need
Worcester Adoptions & Guardianships 18 0.02 1.85

Civil Appeals 46 0.06
Criminal Appeals 55 0.06
Criminal Indictments 120 0.38
Contracts K2 0.19
I ivorce 142 0.22
Domestic Violence 49 0.03
Delinquency 239 0.08
Crirminal Jury Trial Prayer NGO 0.30
CINA 10 0.01
CINS t 0.00
Other Civil 978 0.32
Other Domestic N4 033
Other Juvenile 2 0.00
Post Conviction 0 0.00
Paternity and Non-Support LIRS 0.64
Torts 103 0.19
TPR and Guardianships 0 0.00

Total 5170 2.85




R A

U2 e Y

L D A Tt

LRI ST A

Second Circuit Adjusted

1Y 2002 Judge Judge

County Case (ype Iilings Need Need

Caroline Adoptions & Guardianships S 0.01 103
Civil Appeals I 0.02
Criminal Appeals 21 0.02
Criminat Indictinents 164 0.15
Contracts 10 0.02
Divorce 270 0.14
Domestic Violence ol 0.04
Delingquency 106 0.10
Criminat Jury Trial Prayer [E .04
CINA 29 0.02
CINS 0 0.00
Other Civil 222 0.07
Other Domestic 2514 .13
Other Juvenile } 0.00
Post Conviction 7 0.02
Paternity and Non-Support 322 0.17
Torts 24 0.04
TPR and Guardisuships 10 0.01
Tutal 184S 1.03

TSP AN




Adjusted

FY 2002 Judge Judge
County Case type Filings Need Need
Cecil Adoptions & Guardianships A1 0.06 4.12

Civil Appeals 77 0.11
Criminal Appeals 64 0.08
Criminal Indictinents 400 0.36
Contracts 29 0.07
Divorce 906 0.46
Domestic Violence 10§ 0.07
Delinquency 108 0.14
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 1.290 0.42
CINA 04 0.04
CINS ] 0.00
Other Civil 9RO 0.32
Othier Domestic 451 0.77
Other Juvenile 0 0.00
I'ost Conviction Y 0.3
I"aternity and Non-Support b7 (RS
lorts >0 029
TPR and Guardianships 57 0.06

Total 7,620 4.12




TR AR
Adjusted

FY 2002 Judge Judge
County Case type lilings Need Need
Kent Adoptions & Guardianships 6 0.01 L0

Civil Appeals 25 0.03

Criminal Appeals 21 0.02

Criminal indictments 1 0.10

Contracts 1 0.03

Divorce 170 0.09

Domestic Violence 11 0.03

Delinguency X0 0.03

Crinrined Jury Trial Prayer 1y 0.08

CINA 10 0.0l

CINS 0 0.00

Other Civil 115 0.04

Otlier Domestic 150 0.08

Other Juvenile 0 0.00

Post Conviction 2 0.0

Paternity and Non-Support 20 0.11

Torts 14 0.03

TPR and Guardianships ! 0.00

Total 1,411 0.66




Adjusied
1Y 2002 Judge Judge
County Case (ype Filiups Need Need
Queen Anne's Adoptions & Guardianships 6 0.01 1.00
Civil Appeals RID 0.05
Criminal Appeals 27 0.03
Criminal Indictments 132 0.12
Contracts 22 0.05
Divorce 24 0.12
Domestic Violence 7 0.00
Delinquency 177 0.06
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 88 0.03
CINA 23 0.01
CINS O 0.00
Other Civil 182 013
Other Domestic 12 0.08
Other Juvenile 0 0.00
ost Conviction i 0.03
Paternity and Non-Support K0 0.10
lors 2! 0.04
TPR and Guardianships 8 0.01

Total 1.SIS .88




e R T ey

Adjusted
FY 2002 Judge Judge
County Case type Filings Need Need
Talbot Adoptions & Guardianships 8 0.01 1.37

Civil Appeals 31 0.04
Criminal Appeals 25 0.03
Criminal Indicnen(s 2741 0.25
Contracts 20 0.06
Divorce 352 0.18
Dinuestic Violence [ 0.02
Delinquency a2 0.14
Criminal Jury Trisl Prayer 112 0.05
CINA 15 0.01
CINS 2 0.00
Other Civil 220 0.07
Other Domestic LR]| 0.18
Other Juvenile 2 0.00
Post Conviction 7 0.02
Paternity and Non-Support 358 0.19
Torts 49 0.09
I'PR and Guardianships lo .02

Tatal 2,329 1.37




Third Circuit Adjusted
1Y 2002 Judge Judge
County Case type Filings Need Need
Baltimore Adoptions & Guardianships 317 0.39 19.38
Civil Appeals 839 1.08
Crintinal Appeals 1.2%81 1.42
Criminal Indictments KU 3.40
Contracts 975 212
Divorce 1,860 229
Domestic Violence 783 0.51
Delinquency 3947 1.25
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 66 0.45
CINA 527 0.31
CINS 15 0.0]
Other Civil 5.509 1.70
Other Domestic 270 1.36
Other Juvenile 53 0.04
'ost Conviction | 0.00
I"aternity and Non-Support fots 0.52
Torts {100 248
TPR and Guardianships T 0.07
Total 29874 19.38




Adjusted

Fy 2002 Judge Judge
Counnty Case type Filings Need Need
Harlord Adoptions & Guardianships 93 0.12 6.04

Civil Appeals 210 0.29
Criminal Appeals 182 0.22
Criminal Indictments 755 0.68
Contracts b 0.21
Divorce F.ORO 0.85
Domestie Violenee 375 0.26
Delinquency 66} 0.22
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 1.508 0.50
CINA 1X0 012
CINS 0 0.00
Other Civil F.427 047
Other Domestic ol 0.85
Other Juvenile 1ty o.m
Post Conviction 23 0.08
I'aternity and Non-Support 1.40s 0.76
Torts 207 0.38
PR and Guardianships 30 0.03

Tatal 10457 6.04




. TN
Adjusted
'Y 2002 Judge Judge
County Case type Lilings Need Need
Washington Adoptions & Guardianships 41 0.05 5.11

Civil Appeals 190 0.26
Criminal Appeals 144 0.17
Criminal Indictments 984 0.88
Contracts 71 0.17
Divorce 111y 0.56
Domestic Violence 32 0.02
Delinquency 686 0.23
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 1,576 0.52
CINA 86 0.05
CINS 3 0.00
Otler Civil 744 0.24
Other Domestic 1,805 0.95
Other Juvenile 1o 0.01
Post Conviction 10 0.03
ratermity and Non-Suppont 1.271 0.09
Torts 117 0.22
11R and Guardianships 34 0.03

Total 8,926 5.1




SE e e PO

Fourth Circuit Adjusted
1Y 2002 Judge Judge
County Case type Iilings Need Need
Allegany Adoptions & Guardianships 26 0.03 1.95

Civil Appeals 195 0.27
Criminal Appeals 53 0.06
Criminal Indictments 200 0.18
Contracts 12 0.03
Divorce 558 0.28
Domestic Violence 20 0.04
Delinquency 405 0.14
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer A3 0.11
CINA v .02
CINS 15 0.01
Other Civil 705 0.23
Other Domestic 482 0.25
Other Juvenile 6 0.00
Post Conviction 0 0.00
Paternity and Non-Support 344 0.19
Torts O 0.12
TPR and Guardianships ] 0.00

Total 3,470 1.95




Adjusted

Fy 002 Judge Judge
County Case type Filings Need Need
Garrett Adoptions & Guardianships H 0.01 100

Civil Appeals 18 0.02
Crintinal Appeals 19 0.02
Criminal Indictiments 131 0.12
Contracts 13 0.03
Divorce 178 0.09
Domestic Violence 260 0.02
Delinguency ] 0.03
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 33 0.01
CINA 38 0.02
CINS 1 0.01
Other Civil 170 0.06
Odier Domestic R 0.1
Otlier Juvenile 21 0.02
Post Conviction 1 0.01
"aternity and Non-Support 89 0.05
Forts | 0.06
I'TR and Guardianships 30 .03

Total 1,122 0.72




Fifth Clrcuit Adjusted
FY 2002 Judge Judge
County Case type Filings Need Need
Anne Arundel Adoptions & Guardianships 405 0.50 12.82
Civil Appeals 420 0.54
Criminal Appeals 81 0.90
Criminal Indictments 4044 37
Coutracts 165 1.01
Divorce 1,364 1.59
Domestic Violence 359 0.24
Delinguency 2,519 0.80
Crimiuat Jury Trial Prayer 890 0.27
CINA o7 0.006
CINS 0 0.00
Other Civil S070 1.56
Other Domestic 713 0.35
Othier Juvenile 10 0.0}
Post Conviction H 0.04
Paternity and Non-Support SYs 0.30
Torts s 091
TPR and Guardianships S 0.00
Total 20,712 12.82




Adjusted

1Y 2002 Judge Judge
County Case type Filings Need Need
Carroll Adoptions & Guardianships 128 0.17 3.76

Civil Appeals 126 0.17
Criminal Appeals 155 0.18
Criminal Indictments 747 0.67
Contracts S8 0.13
Divorce RY8 0.45
Domestic Violence 404 0.28
Delinquency 1.090 0.37
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 1100 0.39
CINA 17 0.02
CINS 14 0.01
Other Civil 907 0.32
Othier Domestic SO 31
Othier Juvenile 217 0.02
Post Conviction ! 0.00
Paternity and Non-Support 128 0.07
Torts 91 017
PR and Guardhianships (! 000

Total 06,088 176




Adjusted

EY 2002 Judge Judge
Connty Case type Filings Need Need
Howard Adoptions & Guardianships 80 0.11 5.01

Civil Appeals 220 0.30
Criminal Appeals 186 0.22
Criminal Indictinents 622 0.56
Contracts 252 0.59
Divorce 1,305 0.66
Domestic Violence 215 0.15
Delinquency 1,054 0.36
Criminal Jury Tnal Prayer 907 0.32
CINA 21 0.15
CINS 3 0.00
Other Civil 1,201 0.43
Other Domestic 701 0.37
Other Juvenile 4. 0.03
Post Conviction 0 0.00
PPaternity and Non-Support 524 0.28
Torts 254 047
TPR and Guardianships I 0.01

Total 7977 5.01




Sixth Circujt Adjusted

Y 2002 Judge Judge
County Case type Filings Need Need
Frederick Adoptions & Gnardianships 95 0.13 4.96
Civil Appeals lod 0.22
Crimiial Appeals 208 0.25
Criuninal Indictments 543 0.49
Contracts 1603 0.24
Divorce 1.3K5 0.70
Domestic Violence 46 0.03
Delinguency 2.019 0.68
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 1.586 0.52
CINA 153 0.10
CINS 21 0.01
Other Civil 1.038 0.34
Othier Domestic KT 0.56
Mlier Jnvenile 1% .01
Post Conviction 2 0.01
Pateruity and Non-Suppont 632 0.34
lorts 168 0.31
PR and Guandianships 17 0.02

Total 9,282 4.96




Adjusted

1Y 2002 Judge Judge
County Case type Filings Need Need
Moutgomery Adoptions & Guardianships 1,893 234 22.93
Civil Appeals 807 1.04
Criminal Appeals 987 1.09
Criminal Indictments 2,992 2.51
Contracts 1612 3.51
Divorce S8 2.56
Domestic Violence 765 0.50
Delinquency 1713 1.18
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 2,743 0.85
CINA Lo 0.1l
CINS 2 0.00
Other Civil 10,200 315
Dther Domestic Y34 0.47
Dther Juvenile 36 0.03
Post Conviction 0 0.00
Paternity and Non-Support 2091 1.06
torts RN 245
IPR and Guardianships 73 0.07
Total I 2293




venth Ci Adjusted

1Y 20002 Judge Judge

County Case type Filings Need Need

Calvert Adoptions & Guardianships 10 0.06 2.60
Civil Appeals 50 0.07
Criminal Appeals MD) 0.03
Criminal Indictinents 280 0.25
Contracts () 0.04
Divorce T8 0.39
Domestic Violence 130 0.09
Delinquency 603 0.20
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 2.1 0.08
CINA 87 0.05
CINS t 0.00
Otlier Civil o1 0.21
Other Domestic 174 041
Otlier Juvenile 15 0.01
Post Conviction 0 0.00
Paternity and Non-Support 992 0.54
forts 78 0.14
0 (.00

TR ard Guardianships
Total

2.60




Adjusted

1Y 2002 Judge Judge
County Case type Filings Need Need
Charles Adoptions & Guardianships 17 0.06 4.57
Civil Appeals 96 0.13
Criminal Appeals 58 0.07
Criminal Indictments 730 .65
Confracts 70) 0.16
Divorce 1040 0.52
Domestic Vielence 404 0.28
Delingquency YN 0.34
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 8R7 0.29
CINA RN 0.02
CINS 0 .00
Other Civil | 1es .38
Other Domestic 9K 0.52
Other Juvenile 7 0.01
Post Conviction 27 009
Pateruity and Nou-Suppont 1.297 .70
[orts 176 0.33
IPR and Guardianships B o0l

Tatal

R.010

4.57




Adjusted

1Y 2002 Judge Judge

County Case type Filings Need Need

Prince George's Adoptions & Guardianships 127 0.16 23.62
Civil Appeals SHY 0.76
Criminal Appeals 282 0.31
Criminal Indictinents 1050 3.40
Contracts 8’87 1.93
Divorce 0.200 2.95
Domestic Violence 751 0.49
Delinguency SN 1.31
Critninal Jury Trial Prayer 5.03%2 1.55
CINA 315 0.20
CINS | 0.00
Other Civil Rolt 2.65
Other Domestic 330 1.64
Othwr Invenile 1 0.03
Iost Conviction 274 0.88
I'aternity and Non-Support 303 2.02
Torts | KRS 328
1R and Gnardianships SK 0.05
Total 40615 23.62




Adjusted

1Y 2002 Indge Judge

o Counly Case type Filings Need Need

S1. Mary's Adoptions & Guardianships 2% 0.03 1.92
Civil Appeals 82 0.07
Criminal Appeals 23 0.03
Criminal Indictinents 00 0.27
Contracts Rh 0.07
Divorce RO 0.29
Damestic Violence ) 0.11
Delinguency I8 0.12
Criminal Juey Trial Prayer W7 012
CINA 19 0.01
CINS 0 1).00
Other Civil SHS 0.18
Other Domestic A0 0.24
Other Juvenile 3 0.00
Post Conviction 0 .00
Patermity and Now-Support 90 0.26
Torts 58 0.1
IPR and Gardianships N 0.00
Total 346h 1.92




Eighth Circuit Adjusted

FY 2001 Judge Judge

County Case type Filings Need Need

Baltimore City Adoptions & Guardianships 2063 0.33 32.80
Civil Appeals 1,169 1.51
Criminal Appeals 4714 0.52
Criminal Indichnents 7,104 597
Contracts 525 1.14
Divorce LS 1.49
Domestic Violence Snl 0.33
Delinquency 6,215 1.97
Criminal Jury Trial Prayer 5.350 1.65
CINA 2.6:00 1.55
CINS 63 .04
Other Civil 12,581 3.88
Other Domestic 1861 .92
Other Jnvemle v7 0.03
PPost Conviction “7 0.21
Paternity and Non-Support (801 344
Fons 1.061 7.07
HPICand Guoardianships KX 0.78
Total 53.0% 32.801

The crmmal tihine s are based on the ambar of defendanis,
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Maryland District Court
Judge Actual, Need and Variance

FY 2002

Additional
Judgeships Judgeship  Judgeships

District Actual Need Needed
Ist 26 00 27.81 1.81
2nd 500 7.01 2.01
3rd 6 .00 6.02 0.00
4th 400 5.84 1.84
Sth 1300 16.39 3.39
6th 1100 11.51 0.51
7th 800 8.93 093
8th 300 16.19 319
9th 400 351 0.00
10th 700 6.44 0.00
11th 500 641 141
12th 00 2.58 0.00

Total FOS 00 118.64 15.08
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WORKLOAD ASSESSMENT MODEL,
FOR THE DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND

District Court Annual Workload Staundards*

Large Small
District District

('ase type Standards Standards
Criminal 5,281 4,822
Civil 8,865 8,095
Drunk Driving 4,253 3,884
Domestic Violence 2,580 2,356
Landlord Ternant 38,059 34,752
Routine Traffic 98,157 89,627
Serious Traffic 17,615 16,084
Peuce Order 3,396 3,101

*In cases per judge per year




Judgeship Need by County
DISTRICT COURT JUDICIAL DISTRICTS

First District

Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
County Case type Filings Need Need
Baltimore City Criminal 76,132 14.42 27.81
Civil 47,509 536
DUI 2,404 0.57
Domestic Violence 3,628 14]
Landlord Tenant 142 279 3.74
Routine Traffic 120,867 1.23
Serious Traffic 13,121 0.74
Peace Order 1,195 035
Total 407,135 2781




Second District

Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
County Case type Filings Need Need
Dorchester Criminal 1,390 0.29 1.00
Civil 1,445 0.18
DUI 379 0.10
Domestic Violence 124 0.05
Landlord Tenant 1,625 0.05
Routine Traffic 9,427 0.11
Serious TrafTic 579 0.04
Peace Order 61 0.02

Total 15,030 0.82




T TR

Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
County Case type Filings Need Need
Somerset Criminal 935 0.19 1.00
Civil 1,428 0.18
DUI 317 0.08
Domestic Violence 50 0.02
Landlord Tenant 934 0.03
Routine Traffic 11,147 0.12
Serious Traffic 486 0.03
Peace Order 61 0.02
Total 15,358 0.67
Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
County Case type Filings Need Need
Wicomico Criminal 3,05:1 0.64 2.67
Civil 5,944 0.73
DUI 1,301 0.34
Domestic Violence 559 0.24
Landlord Tenant 8,488 0.24
Routine Traffic 25,272 0.28
Serious Traffic 1,972 012
Peace Order 213 007
Total 46,846 2.67




Adjusted

FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
County Case type Filings Need Need
Worcester Criminal 5,633 1.17 2.34
Civil 2,470 0.31
DUI 1,606 041
Domestic Violence 139 0.06
Landlord Tenant 861 0.02
Routine Traffic 19,217 0.2l
Serious Traffic 1,994 0.12
Peace Order 100 003

Total 32,020 2.34




Third District

Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
County Case type F iliﬂgs Need Need
Caroline Criminal 1,146 0.24 1.00
Civil 1,095 0.14
DUI 383 0.10
Domestic Violence 107 0.05
Landlord Tenant 751 0.02
Routine Traffic 6,317 0.07
Serious Traffic 460 0.03
Peace Order 20 0.01
Total 10,279 0.64
Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
County Case type Filings Need Need
Cecil Criminal 2,832 0.59 2.02
Civil 2,794 0.35
DUI 1,348 0.35
Domestic Violence 289 0.12
Landlord Tenant 3,517 010
Routine Traffic 31,387 035
Serious Traffic 1,926 012
Peace Order 156 0.05

Total 44 249 202
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Adjusted

FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
County Case type Filin§§ Need Need
Kent Criminal 563 0.12 1.00
Civil 1,034 0.13
DUI 244 0.06
Domestic Violence 23 0.01
Landlord Tenant 511 0.01
Routine Traffic 5,607 0.06
Serious Traffic 357 0.02
Peace Order 36 0.01
Total 8,375 0.43
Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
County Case type Filings Need Need
Queen Anne's Criminal 1,055 0.21 1.00
Civil 1,110 014
DUI 663 017
Doinestic Violence 124 0.05
Landlord Tenant 383 0.01
Routine Traffic 13,253 0.15
Serious Traffic 939 0.06
Peace Order 64 002
Total 17,558 081
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Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
County Case type ’ Filin&s Need Need
Talbot Criminal 1,174 024 1.00
Civil 1,197 0.15
DUI 652 0.17
Domestic Violence 84 0.04
Landlord Tenant 691 0.02
Routine Traffic 12,172 0.14
Serious Traffic 941 0.06

Peace Order 4] 0.0]
Total 16,952 0.82




Fourth District

Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
County Case type Filings Need Need
Calvert Criminal 2,517 0.52 1.68
Civil 2,455 0.30
DUI 1,794 0.46
Domestic Violence 215 0.09
Landlord Tenant 1,082 0.03
Routine Traffic 13,840 0.15
Serious Traffic 1,270 0.08
Peace Order 126 0.04
Total 23.299 1.68
Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
County (‘ase type Filings Need Need
Charles Criminal 3,948 0.82 2.66
Civil 4,204 0.52
DUl 2,334 0.60
Domestic Violence 324 0.14
L.andlord Tenant 2.631 0.08
Routine Traffic 23,929 0.27
Serious Traffic 2.367 0.15
Peace Order 277 0.09

Total 40014 266




Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
County Case type Filings Need Need
Saint Mary's Criminal 2,596 0.54 1.50
Civil 1,920 0.24
DUI 1,120 0.29
Domestic Violence 206 0.09
Landlord Tenant 2,914 0.08
Routine Traffic 11,690 0.13
Serious Traffic 1,248 0.08
Peace Order 181 0.06
Total 21,869 1.50
Fifth District
Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
(ounty Case type Filings Need Need
Prince George's Criminal 21,76_4 412 16.39
Civil 38,504 434
DUI 4,097 0.96
Domestic Violence 4,067 1.58
Landlord Tenant 118,033 310
Routine Traftic 97.409 099
Serious Traffic 13,671 078
Peace Order 1,759 052

Total 299 304 16.39




Sixth District
Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
County Case type FilinES Need Need
Montgomery Criminal 12,434 235 1151
Civil 27,589 3.11
DUl 9,596 2.26
Domestic Violence 1,321 051
Landlord Tenant 34,789 0.91
Routine Traffic 150,117 1.53
Serious TrafYic 9,167 0.52
Peace Order 1,053 0.31
Total 246,066 11.51
Seventh District
Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
County Case type Filings Need Need
Anne Arundel Criminal 13,332 2.52 8.93
Civil 16,176 1.82
DUI 6,920 1.63
Domestic Violence 1,966 0.76
l.andlord Tenant 25,770 068 -
Routine Traffic 79,762 081
Sertous Traffic 7,435 0.42
Peace Order 942 028

Total 152,303 893




Eighth District

Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
County Case type Filings Need Need
Baltimore Criminal 18,637 3.53 16.19
Civil 38,336 432
DU 5,635 132
Domestic Violence 3,572 1.38
Landlord Tenant 116,239 3.05
Routine Traffic 133,028 1.36
Serious Traffic 12,785 0.73
Peace Order 1,650 049
Total 330,782 16.19




Ninth District

Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
County Case type Filings Need Need
Harford Criminal 4318 0.90 3.51
Civil 6,517 081
DUI 2,523 0.65
Domestic Violence 531 0.23
Landlord Tenant 10,743 031
Routine Traffic 34,033 0.38
Serious Traffic 2,156 0.13
Peace Order 354 0.11
Total 61,175 351




Tenth District

Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
County Case type Filings Need Need
Carroll Criminal 3,384 0.70 2.19
Civil 1,727 0.46
DUI 1,702 0.44
Domestic Violence 269 0.11
Landlord Tenant 2,007 0.06
Routine Traffic 24,429 027
Serious Traffic 1,323 008
Peace Order 190 006
Total 37,031 219
Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
County (‘ase type Filings Need Need
Howard Criminal 4. 168 0.86 4.25
Civil 5,880 073
DUI 4,630 19
Domestic Violenee 528 (22
l.andlord Tenant 11,330 0133
Routime Trattic 50,134 063
Serwous Traffic 2.893 018
Peace Order 3143 011

Total 85912 425




Eleventh District

Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship

County Case type Filings Need Need

Frederick Criminal 4,076 0.84 3.43
Civil 5,239 0.65
DU} 3.373 0.87
Domestic Violence 442 0.19
Landlord Tenant 5,491 0.16
Routine Traffic 39.723 0.44
Serious Traffic 2,297 0.14
Peace Order 416 0.13
Total 01,051 343

Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship

County (Case type Filings Need Need

Washington Criminal 4,198 0.87 2.98
Civil 6,476 0.80
DUI 1,475 038
Domestic Violence 721 0.31
Landlord Tenant 6,442 0.19
Routine Traffic 20,753 023
Serious Traffic 1,344 0.08
Peace Order 385 012

Total 41,794 298




Twelfth District

Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
County Case type F ilirlgs Need Need
Allegany Criminal 3,495 0.72 1.58
Civil 2,268 0.28
DUI 807 0.21
Domestic Violence 301 0.13
Landlord Tenant 846 0.02
Routine Traffic 10,838 0.12
Serious Traffic 936 0.06
Peace Order 120 0.04
Total 19,611 1.58
Adjusted
FY 2002 Judgeship Judgeship
County Case type Filings Need Need
Garrett Criminal 1, 0.25 T1.00
Civil 671 0.08
DUl 691 0.18
Domestic Violence 119 0.05
Landlord Tenant 85 0.00
Routine Traffic 15,167 017
Serious Traffic 454 003
Peace Order 45 0.01
Total 18,454 078
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The Cireuit Court for Somerset Coumty

FIRST JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF MARY{_AND

DANIEL M. LONG

ZRCUIT ADMINISTRATIVE

PO BOX 2vs
TELEPHONE 410 851 e 30

JuUDGE PRINCESS ANNE. MARYLAND 21 853-0273 Fax 4106511878

October 23. 2002

Mr. Frank Broccolina,

State Court Administrator

L Administrative Office of the Courts
Maryiand judicial Center

580 Taylor Avenue

Annapolis. MD 21401

. - FARY .
RL- SIAGSIICdS S RN TR

Dear Frank:

Pursuant 1o the reciest of Chier Judege Bell 1 s Memorancom o Qctoner iN 2ol e

following are my thoughts not only in the capacity of Countv Adrnisiative Tudze for Samee v
County, but also as Administrative Judge of the First Judicial Circuit.

I'am not in a position to question or comment on the data supplied in the Statistical Needs
Analysis for New Judgeships in the Circuit Courts, however. I also am not persuaded there 1s a
need for an additional judge in Somerset County. We have seen our criminal filings dechine over
the last several vears. While we have experienced an increase in domestic filings. we now has e
the luxury of three full-time Masters within the Circuit assisting the Courts with divorce.
visitation, custody. and child support issues. In addition to those duties. the Masters also conduct
scheduling and settlement conferences.

In my capacity as Administrative Judge of the First Judicial Circuit. | am renewing ma
request for an additional judge to be based in Worcester County but to it throughout the Circunt,
Worcester. as vou may know. is one of the fastest growing counties in Mantand as s
demonstrated by the number of increased court filngs. The data aiso reflects the necd for
additional judicial resources in Dorchester and Wicomico Counties. At the present ime. we gire,
with the approval of Chief Judge Bell. using retired Judge Alfred T. Truitt. Jr. at least three duvs
per month to hear cases and do chambers work in Dorchester Counny. We also utihze the
services of retired judges in the three other counties of the Circuit 1o assist dunng perods of
leave and on other occasions when our judges may be unavailable.




Frank Broccolina
Pge 2
October 23, 2002

Although I have requested an additional judge for the Circuit. I am mindful of Maryland's
precarious fiscal condition. During the last two vears, | believe we have been able to justify the
need for additional judicial resources. Nevertheless, should the decision be made not to request
more judges during the 2003 General Assembly Session. our Judges and Masters will respect that
decision. If not this year, however. sometime in the near future, we will need at least one other
judge for the Circuit if we are to provide the same level of service to which our citizens are
entitled and to which they have come to expect.

As alwavs, thank you for your consideration. Please let me know if vou need any other
information.

Sincerely vours.

ML Je
Daniel M. Long
Administrative Judge

cc: Hon. Robert M. Bell
Hon. Dale R. Cathell
Hon. Theodore R. Eschenburg
Hon. Donald F. Johnson
Hon. D. William Simpson
D. Lvnn Cain. Court Admunistrator
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Che Circuit Court for Wareester € musty
First Judicial Circuit of Marglmd

CHiEF JUDGE

FIRS™ _UDICIAL C RT_ T
ONE W MARKET sTREST October 23 2002 ADMINISTRATIVE DGE

SNOW ML MARYLAND 21863 . -
PHONE (410) 632-0700 WORCESTER coum Ty

Mr. Frank Broccolina

State Court Administrator
Administrative Office of the Courts
Maryland Judicial Center

580 Taylor Avenue

Annapolis, MD 21401

B : RE: Annual Analysis for Judgeship Needs
F gt

Dear Mr._Broctolina:

It has now been tweniy-two (22) years since Worcesier Coanty has recened an
additional judge - the Circulr Courtt As vou knon, the Cenale 2000 £ re show
Worcesier County . not aiexpectedly. had a popuiation increass o 32,9 percent from 1990
2000. Currently, Worcester County is experiencing a “boom’ it population growth. 1 fully
expect this to continue.

According to the Statistical Needs Analysis for New Judgeships in the Circuit Court.
Worcester's case load rose by thirty-three percent over the last five years. This should come
as no surprise when Worcester's population growth is considered.

As you are aware. both Judge Bell and the Legislature have recognized for three
years Worcester's "need” for an additional judgeship. The only thing that has changed is
that this recognized need has become even more urgent.

The judge we are asking for will. in fact. be a true "circui” judge. as the additional
ludge will also preside in the other counties of the First Judicial Circuit on a weekly basis.

Lastly. we do have the space for the additional judge. As 1 write this letter. the
courthouse 1s being renovated and will have not one. but two additional courtrooms.

I sincerely hope that this will be the year when Worcester County will receive the
recognized needed third judge. I know Judge Bell and yourse.r will do your best. | remain
always available to either of you or any members of the Legislature. should anvone wish to
discuss this matter with me further.




For your convenience, 1 am enclosing my letters to you regarding this subject for the
years 1999, 2000 and 2001.

Very truly yours

Theodore R. Eschenburg
Administrative Judge

\

TRE/c]

Enclosures

cc:  Chief Judge Robert M. Bell
The Honorable Daniel M. Long
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August 23, 2001

PHONE (410} 832-0700 © WIRTTEmDE ~=_a—-

sNOW HILL, MARYLAND 21863 ADM N ETRAT VE LLTGE

Mr. Frank Broccolina

State Court Administrator
Administrative Office of the Courts
Maryland Judicial Center

580 Taylor Avenue

Annapolis, MD 21401

e

£

RE: Annual Analysis for Judgeship Needs

Dear Frank:

As vou are aware. Judge Bell has asked the Legisiature for an additional Circuit
Court Judge tor the last two vears for Worcester County. L nforwnateis, e Legisiature nas
not approved the additional judgeship. It is my belief that Worcester not geuing the
additional judge, who will be primarily a family court judge. and who will preside in all four
counties of the First Judicial Circuit. had little to do with "need”.

As you know, it has now been twenty-one (21) years since Worcester County received
an additional judge in the Circuit Court. As the Census 2000 figures show. Worcester
County, not unexpectedly, has had a population increase of 32.9 percent over the last ten
(10) years. This is the second highest population increase in the State of Marvland and the
largest by far on the entire Eastern Shore. These figures aione are strong evidence of the
need for this additional judgeship. This is particularly rue when one considers that this
Judge will not only be presiding in Worcester County. but also the other three (3) counties of
the First Judicial Circuit. i.e. Wicomico. Dorchester and Somerset.

e Additionally. in anticipation of the third fudge. the County Commissioners of
Worcester County have under construction a new county otfice buiidimg. This buiiding s
expected 10 be compleced in December of this year. At such ume. all countv depariments
will be moving out of the courthouse. at which time renovations will immed:ateiv begin on
the existing courthouse. Two additional courtrooms. one a 'urv couriroom. wiil be addec.
The fourth courtroom will be used by visiting judges when conducting trials. settlement
conferences. mediation and the like: by the Orphans Court when conducting hearings. and at
times bv the Master.

ek o a2 P o R AT IR




I am attaching hereto copies of my las: two annual requests for a third judzz. |
sincerely hope the Legislature will see the need for this additional judge. The tremendous
growth of Worcester County over the last ten (10) years is expected to continue. This will
make the need for this additional judge even more urgent than it is today.

Please be assured that | remain available to speak to anyone concerning this need,
including, but not limited to, any members of the Legislature who may desire 1o speak with
me concerning this most important issue.

Very truly yours,

Administrative Judge

TRE/cj

Enclosures

cc: Chief Judge Robert M. Bell
The Honorable Daniel M. Long
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First Judicial Cirexit of vy,
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P~ONE (410) 632-0700 WESTESTE® oo

Mr. Frank Broccolina

State Court Administrator
Administrative Office of the Courts
Maryland Judicial Center

580 Taylor Avenue

Annapolis, MD 21401
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RE:  Annual Analysis for Judgeship Needs
Zzar Frank:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your ietter 10 me unaer aaie of July T &,
2000 concerning Worcester County’s need for additional juagesnips.

As you are aware, Judge Bell did ask for an add:tional 'udgesnip ‘o
Worcester County last year but the Legislature dia not zporcve it Unioriunare:
the Legislature’s failure to approve this judgeship nad ~othing 1c 42 witn the -

3
©

"
O
“

for this additional judge.
I 'am attaching hereto anc. by doing sc. am MaK. "G 3 3T nersot My, 2tz

10 you under date of August 31. 1999 regaraing :he same S.lielt. Nothing mas
§ changed since my letter of iast vBar, excert that the NeeC n2s DEiome more =m0 o »
and the start date of the new ccunty offics OuUlCIPg 's LCITCEr Tt ttie vesr metss
%f of the first of this year as was Sriginailv excsltzz TRog It Izlss o
§ ~Nworkac:e problem if Norczeize Son-ry 3218 T 300 T I LZZEItooocmoi .
‘§ Finaily, 1 am also enc:csing g letter from Zeraid T Masc- T-oz
; Admimistrative Officer for Worcester County, ~micn iy —-=- TS ThEr 2w

Juring construction of tne new county 3ff2z oy ong. L orcssez- T -

tNe space 10 accommodate 3 newwv udee.
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Frank, please feel free to contact me should there be any questions zgarding
this most important issue. | will remain available to you and anyone else vwho may
wish to discuss this matter with me.

Very truly yours,

o h ;\\ / //
s
— / g "2
Theodore R. Eschenburg

Administrative Judge

TRE. ¢

cc: Chief Judge Robert M. Bell
The Honorable Daniel M. Long

Enclosure




Che Cirnut Court for Warcester Comnry

First Judicial Cirou arolmd
T=IZZIT9E R ESCHENBURG :Fu-sz Jm&%glug’ttgr"u'ﬂ-]ugg'%q gan SHEF _UumGsE
CTOJRT ~CUSE - RCTM 228 RS __mic.a. oome_ -
DONE W MaARKE™ STReg— B ——

SNITV. =L MARY_AND 21862
B—~ONZ 410/ 632-0700

Mr. Frank Broccoling

Deputy State Court Administrator
Administrative Office of the Courts

Rebert C. Murphy Courts of Appeal Building
361 Rowe Boulevard

Annapolis, MD 21401

RE: Annual Anaiysis for Judgeship Needs

Deaar Frank:

This is to acknowiledge receipt of your letter to me wnder dats of August 17,
€28 concerning the nesd for agditional judgeships.

-

As the "Statisticai Needs Analysis for New Judgesnios in the Circuir Courts -
1888 Session (Fiscal Year 2000)" states: "Worcester County is one of the fastest
growing areas on the Eastern Shore. The population in Worcester County is
projected to reach 43,900 by July 1, 1989, an increase of more than 42 percent
since 1980." By coincidence, it was in 1980, almost twenty (20) years ago that
Worcester County got its second Circuit Court Judge. During this period of time,

Worcester County has experienced unprecedented growth and, in my opinion, this
growth is just beginning.

Worcester County, as may be expected, is the number one retrement choice
for many people in all other parts of the State, particularly :he larger counties of
Baltimore County, Prince George’s County, Anne Arundel County, Mcntgomery
County and of Baitimore City. What the above-mentioned S1alstcs do not take
‘N1c account is that Ocean City, for at least three (2) mon'rs 3ut of tne year, nas
‘Ne second largest popuiation of any city in the State of Viaryiangd. Only Balimore

City exceeds Ocean City’s population of 300,000 peopie dering the summer
months,

The above-mentioned statistics further siate: "Over ine last five years 1o:
filings in Worcester County have steadily increased to its current level of 2 290
fings. That figure represents an increase of nearly 26 per-en: Syar ne =isca
"284 tevel of 3,090 filings. Contricuting 1o tnz sverall increage Ver: inCresszac
=iviana criminal case filings. There were 2.030 an :

~
- -

SEE. an increase of 18.4 percen-: JvEr the “iscz eg

-
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Even more significant was the 44.6 percent increase in criminal case fiiings from
1,070 in Fiscal Year 1994 to 1,547 in Fiscal Year 1888. During the same period,
indictment and information filings increased 39.2 percent, while jury trial pravers
rose 48 percent. During Fiscal Year 1998, Worcester County ranked eignth in
filings per judge (1,945 filings) and eleventh in dispositions per judge (1,754
dispositions). There are currently two judges assigned to Worcester County who
are assisted by a part-time master.” These figures simply demonstrate the results
cf the ever-increasing population in Warcester County.

The State’s statistics further demonstrate that of the four counties in the
First Judicial Circuit, Worcester County has the greatest need for an additional
judge, with the statistics showing a need of 3.3 judges. It is therefore requested
that Worcester County receive a "resident” jucge.

As you may know, the Worcester County Commissioners will start
construction of a new County Office Building the first of the year, 2000. This
means that the County Commissioners, Treasurer's Office, and Planning and
Zoning Office will be vacating the courthouse. This would leave ample room for an
additional courtroom, chambers, secretary’s room, jury room, court reporter’s
room, witness rooms and other necessary and supporting rooms. Should the new
County Office Building not be compoieted by the time Worcester County hopefully
receives the additional judge, the grand jury room and County Commissioners room
couid be used as temporary courtrcoms. Inageed, when maintenance has been
required in our two existing courtrooms, these rooms have been used as
courtrooms in the past.

Frank, we need an additional judge now. We have been asking for one for
two years. We have the space to accommodate a new judge. | sincerely hope this
letter will not simply be considered "routine.” If we didn’t need a third judge !
would not ask for one. The fact is we do, and each year it is delayed the need is
becoming more critical. Any effort you, Judge Bell, Judge Long or others may
make to secure this new positiorr would be most gratefully appreciated. | remain
avaiiable to yourself, Judge Bell, Judge Long or anyone else to discuss this matter
further.

Thanking you in advance for your cooperation in this matter, | remain,

Sincerily, / /, p '
Nl D G L e

Theodore R. Eschénburg
Aagministrative Judge

[

f Judge Robert M. Bell
he onorable Daniel M. Long




i
E',
?f
¥
%;
ke

Che Second Quhmal Circuit of Maryland

CIRCUIT COURT FOR TALBOT COUNTY

WILLIAM S. HOANE CoumT HousE

CIRCUIT ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE October 28. 2002 NORTL WASHINGTON STRee

TLASTON MARYLAND 2 €0
4D B2P2 4aasa
Mr. Frank Broccohina
Adminstrative Office of the Courts
Maryland Judicial Center
580 Tavlor Ave.

Annapolis. MD 21401

Dear Mr. Broccolina:

Pursuant 1o your request. [ have reviewed the Statistical Needs Analysis for new *2dgeships 1n the Circuit Courts
in the 2* Judicial Circuit.

From the stansties given, itappears that Ceot! Coinn s an greatneed ot a four™ udee Thoromad! Slhings have
increased over 60% from 1998. It should be note 2 that the Ceci] County %dn misratve jud e and Ceai] Counts
officials have begun conversations on making ava:iabie additional space in the C o urthouse far the Cireunt Court

It1s anm:oipated that an addition to the Courthossz !l be completed i approy =ately tw oars
Tow: o ngs have :m*ca\ec more nan 20 rfuhot County, whieh shovee osudor teed o0 2T qudees
tsomehow rounded 1o 1.2 on the chart entitled “fodeeship Need in the Corcur Tourts Frall) Year 20 )ﬂ"' ]

believe that Talbot County will. after Cecil County, be the next county 1n the Second Circuit to require an
additional judge. It is noteworthy that Talbot County 1s currently remodeling a wing of 1ts courthouse. This will
create a second courtroom and provide space for a second Circuit Court judge.

While I believe the situation in Cecil County deserves immediate attention. I would anticipate that Talbot County
should be considered for an addinonal judge the followng vear.

It 1s not felt that Caroiine, Queen Anne or Kent Counties require an additional -~udge at this ime. It 1s noted.
however. that Caroline County is currently n the process of renovating the Courthouse which will result in
adequate space for a second judge.
Very truly vours.

A f

A /
/, //
William S. Horne

WSH:1d
cc: County Administrative Judges of the 2™ Judicial Circunt



The Circuit Court for Baltimare County

THIRD JUDICIAL CiRCUIT OF MARYLAND

CHAMBERS OF -
JOHN GRASON TURNBULL, It COUNTY COURTS BUILDING
CIRCUIT ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE AND TOWSON MARYLAND 21204
COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE 410-887-2647

October 29, 2002

Mr. Frank Broccolina

State Court Administrator
Administrative Office of the Count
580 Taylor Ave.

Annapolis, MD. 21401

Re: Statistical Needs Analysis for New Juageships
in the Circuit Courts — 2003 Session (Fiscal
Year 2004)

Dear Frank:

This is in response to the memorandum circulated by Chief Judge Bell dated October 18,
2002, regarding the need for additional judgeships in the Circuit Courts in Fiscal Year 2004. 1
concur with the findings of the report prepared by your office on the need for additional judges
in the Circuit Court for Baltimore County. I also recognize that because of the large deficit
looming before the State that it is not practical to consider requesting an additional judge during
the upcoming session of the General Assembly.

However, 1 would like to point out that for two successive years, workioad assessments
have indicated a need for additional judges in the Circuit Court for Baltimore County. Last vear,
the report prepared by the National Center for State Courts indicated that there was a need of
18.60 judges in comparison to the 16.0 judges authorized for the court. This year, the projection
has increased to 19.3 judges, the largest additional judge need in the State,

Additionally, several other factors nesd to be illustrated about the workload d¢emand in
our court:

(1) Population projections in Baltimore County for July, 2003. places the County third in
the State with 782.420 residents:

(2) Domestic filings have increased by 25.7 percent over the past five years raising the
number from 7,735 in FY 1998 to the current level of 9,723 filings:




(3) Civil filings rose 19.8 percent during the same period from 15.402 civil cases filed in
FY 1998 to 18,452 filings in FY 2002,

(4) The Court has made extensive use of retired judges and alternative dispute resolution
programs in order to make certain that the civil dockets are kept current; and

(5) The Court has continued to minimize the number of routine criminal cases praying
jury trials from the District Court by fast tracking these cases through our Instant Jury
Tnal Program.

Despite these accomplishments, the Court still continues to postpone civil cases (both
domestic and non-domestic) because we are not able to reach them on the day of trial. Over the
past fiscal year this affected at least a third of the 355 cases that were placed on stand-by.
Providing additional judges will go a long way toward resolving this problem. Should you need
further information, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sinc s

—— -

John Grasbn Turnbull II
Judge

cc: Honorable Robert M. Bell
Peter J. Lally
Fave Gaskins
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CHAMBERS OF 20 West Courtiand Street Teisphore (£10) 623.3262
Wi liam O. Car Bel Air Maryland 21014 Faux (410} 8756349
JUDGE TTYNOcwASCH
:?‘, Diane BrRe, Count Clerk
Serdy Kerg, Coutt Stenog-aoher
| November 4, 2002
Frank Broccolina
Court Administrator
Administrative Office of the Courts
Maryland Judicial Center
580 Taylor Avenue
Anaapolis, Marylard 21401
Re: ual Staristical Needs Analvsis for New Jy 1ps

Dear Mr. Broceolina:

Pleasa be advised that I have reviewed the Annual Statstical Neecs Anaiysis for New
Judgeships forwarded to me earlier.

According to the figures in the report, the wotal number of filings has 1creased from
7,577 in 1998 to 10,457 in fiscal year 2002. The majority to this increase is attributable to the
civil filings. The majority of the increase in civil cases has come in the area of Family
Law/Domestic Law where the filings have increased alrrost 100%. While this increase has
certainly created a strain on the court system, we have been able to manage the increase in case
load because of the able assistance of retired Judge Whitfill who comes back two cays per week
10 assist in the management of custody/visitation cases and by the coxtinued development of
additional services in our Office of Family Court Services.

On the nop-domestic side of the civil docket, for the past eleven months we have been
Imore pro-active in setting carly scheduling conferences which include discovery deadlines,
motions hearing dates, and wial dates. It is my belief that the continuation of this practics will
assist us in the more prompt disposition of cases and in keeping the civil docket under control.

On the criminal side, the report sccurazely notes tnat almost the extire increase in the case
load is attribuable to prayers for jury trial from District Court. Unil the Marvland legislarure
and the judiciary take action to seek a coasttution amendmen: to limit the nigkt of jury tial




Annpua! Statigtical Needs Apalysis for New Judgeships Page 2
November 4, 2002

prayers from District Court, this number will continue to rise. Interestingly enough, the number
of indictments actually declined so that if a significant percentage of the preyers for jury trial
could be eliminated, more ‘udicial resources would be available to handle civil cases. It should
also be noted that based on statistics generated by JIS, the total number of criminal ceses pending
as of July 1, 2002, was at almost at the level that it was in 1995.

It should also be noted that should Harford County receive another judge, we would once
again be faced with a dilemma regarding space. All the availabie court rooms and support
facilities are now occupied by judges or the juvenile court. It may be possible, of course, to
relocate the juvenile court but we currently have no practical location for suck 2 move and have
received no commitment from either the state or the county to fund that move.

Overall. I concur with the recommendatiors that considering the totel volume of cases we
could use arother judge, but fee! confident that by contiruing our ongoing efforts at case
management of botk. the czimiral and civil dockets we can continue 0 keep the current case load
under copntol.

If you have any questions, picase feel free to contact me.

Very truly yours,

Coas. O G —

William O. Carr
JUDGE

WOCHLs




FRED C. WRIGHT, I
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2. CIRCUIT COLE
2 CHIEF JUDGE
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1 FOR WASHINCTON 22 NT
: FOURTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT COURT HOU:E
; OF MARYLAND HAGERITOWN, MI 11740
i
: October 28, 2002
TO: Robert M. Bell
Chief Judge
Court of Appeals of Marvland
FROM: Fred C. Wright, 111
Administrative Judge
i Washington County conunues to ran: 59 1n the number of crimina!

filings ~ behind only the major metropo::tan jurisdictions - anc 7% 1n the
number of total cases filed during the fiscal vear ending June 30. Oniv
because of the cooperamve efforts and strong work ethic of our four (=
judges. master and clerical stall are we 22ie 1o sustamn our villlioncy,

As the result of the prior methodology to determine “judicial resources bv
standard,” Washington County had a constant need for three (3)
additional judicial officers. See Statistical Needs Analysis as far back as
1998. A f{ull-time family law master has lessened the burden but I am
certain that utilizing prior standards would result in the certification of
need for two (2) judges as was reported to the General Assembly in 1998.
Attachment A.

SRR

«

The present method based con “weighted caselead” methedelogy shews
the need for one (1). 1 would suggest that the actual need mayv b=
greater.

i Whether the need 1s one or two. cur local government has als:
recognized the necessity of expanding circuit court services by including
$3 million in its capital plans in order to provide additional space in the
courthouse. However, the economyv caused delay in implementation.
The county is now in a position to proceed with the project. A umeline
provided showing expected completion March, 2005. Attachment B.

TELEPHONE (240, 313-2550 + FAX 32° 393-0742 OR 240 3i3-233




Hon. Robert M. Bell

Page two
October 28, 2002

Therefore, although certification of need is supported, year after vear, by
the workload and demands upon our court, funding must again be
delayed.

Respectfully,

)

FCW/djg
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36 ROWE BCULrVARD
ANNAPCLIS, MARYLANE 2 4C1. 63%

Ncvember 18,

Henorable Thomas V. "Mike" Miiler. Jr.
President of the Senate

State House

Annapolis, Maryland 21401-15¢1

Honorable Casper R. Tayler. Jr.
Speaker of the House

State Heouse

Annapolis, Maryland 21401-1501

Gce

Re: Judgeship Needs for Fisca: Year 2000

Gentlemen:

in accordance with established procedure, | am submitting the Annua/
Certification of Needs for Additional Judgeships for Fiscal Year 2000. We have
established the need for seven (7) additional Circuit Court Judges and four (4)
additional District Court Judges in the following junsdictions:

Allegany County | 1| Frederick County , 1
Calvert County 1| Montgomery County 1
Charles County " | Prince Gecrzes County 1
Frederick County 1, St Mary's County : 1
Washington 2
Worcester County 1

Total L 7] Total boa
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StaTo oF Massiane
FIFTH JupiciaL CIRCuUIT
ANNE ARUNDEL CounTy COURTHOUSE

RN P

ANNAPOLIS TELEPRONE 310 220 -

21401 TOD-FoR HEARING oo,
JoserH P. MANCK SPEECH IMPAIRET
COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE JUDCE October 23,2002 ' A0 222529

Mr. Frank Broccolina

State Court Administrator
Maryland Judicial Center
580 Taylor Avenue
Annapolis. Maryland 21401

Dear Mr. Broccolina:

This letter 1s being wnitten in response to Chref Judge Robert M. Bell's memorandur o the
county administrative iudges requesting input 1o sunnlement the rudizian's reguest for ad2:riona!
Judgeships.

have attached to my letter Judge Clayton Greene's letter 10 you of August 30, 2001, which
summarizes the need for two new judges in Anne Arundel County.

As you are aware, we have now implemented the Juvenile Drug Court, which requires. at the
minimum, the services of one judge one day per week. This, of course, removes this judge from the
normal rotation.

Our case management of civil and family law cases demands, pursuant to case time
i standards, tnat we schedule and hear scheduling and pretrial conferences in an expeditious mannar
Because we are in dire need of judges to handle these matters. Chief Judge Bell was kind enough
to allow us the use of three retired judges on a weeklv basis to conduct pretnal settlement
conferences in civil and family law cases. Obviously. this is a stop gap measure which would be
better served by having our numbers increased by two. enabling us te begin a regularh scheduied

pretnal docket.

When a judge conducts a pretrial settlement conference. it normallv takes two to three hours
on a serious civil or domestic matter to come to a resolution. if at all possible. Inasmuch as our
plans, both 1n family and civil, call for not setting a trial date until all discovery is completed and we
have exhausted all avenues of mediation and settlement, we are very much in need of qualified
Judges to guide these cases away from the courtroom 1o a mutually satisfactons settlement - all. of




Mr. Frank Broccolina
State Court Administrator
October 23, 2002

Page Two

course, done within case time standards.

Presently, ] have added a judge to the family division, bringing their total to four in order to
best serve the needs of our litigants. Obviously, however, this now takes one judge out of civil and
criminal rotation. In criminal, one judge handles the docket with a back-up, and in situations where
there are more than two jury trials, any judge who frees up is then requested to take a criminal jury.
Just the other day, for example, two juries went to two judges while I took the pleas and two court
trials. In addition to criminal. we have one judge per week assigned as chambers judge, which
leaves three judges, assuming all ten are here and not in education or on vacation, to handle the
balance of our civil docket, be it motions, discovery disputes, trals, jury trials, workers' comp., etc.

Candidly. when vou review Judge Greene's August 30, 2001 letter in conjunction with mine,
vou can see that. at a minimum. two additional judges are needed in Anne Arundel County.
I thank you for »our kind cooperation in this matter and remain.

Sincerely,

7 v

T
Joseph P. Manck

JPM:cpb

Enc:

cc: Chief Judge Robert M. Bell
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Lar 'y P8 (arf - - - - -
Fitth Judricial Cirouit of Marylany
ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY CiRcurr Couwrt
ANNAPOLIS. MARYLANT 2140
CLAYTON CREENE, JR

FIFTH CReurT ADaanasTRATIVE jupce Teleonon
ADMINISTRATIVE Junce ’ T 2

August 30, 2001

ty

Mr. PFPrank Broccol:ns
Leputy Stare Court Administrater
Administrative Office of the Cour:

Maryland Judiciz: Cznter
580 Taylor Avenue
Annapolis, MO z-s il

RE: Statistical Needs Analysis for New Judgeships
2002 Legislative Session (Fisca: Year 2003)

Dear Mr. Broccolina:

I am writing in response to Chief Jucge Robert M.
Bell’'s memorandum dated August 13, 2071 Teéguesiing input to
Supplement the judiciary’s réquest for additiorz: Judgeships
during the upcoming legislative session.

The following matters have or wil
workload of the Anne Arundel County Cirzuis- Cours:

- {mplementation of trne Juvenile Zruog Coors

~ Case Manacemen: cf Civil ang Family lzw cases

- Increased nurbers of Scheduling and Frs-trial
conferences

- Need to schecule meetings withk depart-ant heade ang
administrative staff during work Cayv withzos
interference with the cour: docket

- Re-organization of masters’ duties arn: TESDonEInI it e

T 3 - 3 3 T - Ty~ e R T e~
-1 oraer oo ~Tplement the vavenlle ~T.T Tourt - AT




Arundel County, one judge will be removed

from norma. docket
rotation a minimum of three (3) days per week. 1In addition to

court time, judicial resources will be reguired fcr s=zr
cases and reviewing the reports from health care pr viders,
social workers and case workers. The judge :invclved with the
Juvenile Drug Court will be required to visit juvenile detention
facilities on a regular basis and continue dialogue with schools
involved with the juvenile offenders in Anne Arundel County.

€ening

In accordance with our Differentiated Case Management
Flan, civil and family law cases are not scheduled for trial
until there is reasonable assurance the cases will go to trial.
In order to make this determination, a judge is required to spend
more time with the litigants and counsel to manage the case
toward resolution short of trial. In ninety-eight (58%) percent
of cases, a mandatory scheduling conference, conducted by a
judicial officer, is held. 1In addition, several pre-trial
conferences are scheduled in the vast majority cf cases.
Although these reguisite preliminary matters
sudicial resources, the court
rre-trial conferences. Thiz ig predicated upcn our goal of not
setting a trial date until discovery is completed and =11 avenues
ci mediation and set-lement nave been fully exclores.

&re stra:ining our
is compelled to schedule additional

In the pae+-, T TeeIlncs between
£:10 and £:00 a.m. ani & Sministrative
meetings with department nezis and otzer judges assigned

administrative duties are held in the morning prior to docket
call or during lunch hours. Since our court is growing, it is
impractical to continue business as usual. No major corporation
holds important policy meetings during lunch or before work.
They are held at reasonable times during the day. Therefore,
with additional judicial personnel, the court could better
schedule these administrative meetings during the day and direct
those judges not directly involved in the subject matter to
continue to address the various dockets. The court would still

be compelled to schedule bench meetings prior to $:00 a.m. to
ailow all judges to attend.

Our masters-in-chancery are
accordance with Maryland Rule 9-20%.
cheduling and pre-tr:al confe

conducting hearings in
The masters ccnducet
cnrerences, as well as CINA, and less
serious delinguency matters or a routine basis. Given the
snhocking recent statistics regarding the escalation of Jjuvenile
crime, I think we can safely anticipate marked increases in these
type of hearings.

The workload of the judges of the Anre Arundel County
Court has increased by virtue cf the reguirement that

Y near felony juvenilie delinguency matters, as well as
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termination of parental rights contes-ed

anz ron-contested caseg,
and child SUpport enfcrcement matters. Our s:zuation becomes
more acute with the acherence to case time standardes in a1} areas
befere the -ours .

All of these factors illumizzse the inescapable
conclusion that I miscalculated our current Judicial needs. 1t
is without a doubt that the Anne Arundel County Circuit Court
needs a minimum of two additional judges tc ccntinue t6 develep
and fully implement our case management plans and to pPursue
innovative initiatives, such as the much needed case time

Standards and Juvenile Drug Court.

Verv truly youx

CG/kk
cc Chief Judge Rober- w Sell
Chair, Confere--= CI Circuit Cours Tud—z-

— = m S




SIXTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
OF MARYLAND
JUDICIAL CENTER
50 MARYLAND AVENUE
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850

PAUL H. WEINSTEIN
ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE (240) 7r7-oa0

October 28, 2002

Mr. Frank Broccolina

State Court Administrator
Administrative Office of the Courts
Maryland Judicial Center

580 Taylor Avenue

Annapolis, Marvland 21401

Re: Statistical Needs Analysis for New Judgeships in the Circuit
Courts. 2003 Session (Fiscal Year 2004)

Dear Frank:

[ am writing in response to Chief Judge Bell’s letter of Oczober 18,2002
regarding the Statistical Needs Analysis for New Judgeships in the Circuit
Courts.

Since 1996 when Rule 16-204 was under consideration, we conveyed our
concerns regarding the reorganization of the circuit court structure to support
the family division. Specifically, our concerns were based upon the lack of
judicial resources to support the concept of a comprehensive, coordinated
structure that administered justice by addressing familial issues earlier and more
effectively.

The statewide philosophy on family divisions, as adopted by the judiciary,
is to provide the most effective case management principles and practical
alternatives for the constructive resolution of issues. The family divisions are to
deal exclusivelv with matters affecting the family unit and provide services
necessary to improve the lives of children and adult family members. Based
upon this philosophy in which family divisions are to deal exclusively with
familial issues, Montgomery County took the initiative to begin the
implementation of the one-judge/one team approach to domestic matters
anticipating, of course, that future judicial positions were forthcoming due to
increased caseloads and demonstrated need. That unfortunately, has not




October 28, 2002
Mr. Frank Broccolina
Page Two

occurred. We are not reaching familial issues as timely as we should due to the
scheduling availability of our judges. This is not to pronounce that we are not
functioning within the statewide case time standards, it is to demonstrate that
families in significant conflict are in need of judicial intervention more frequently
so as to not allow for uncertainty and dysfunction in their lives.

In order to achieve the established family division implementation goals,
we must focus upon special case assignment, where needed, as well as problem
solving and prevention. To fully achieve this principle, we must not allow the
full complement of judges to handle certain segments of each case. Chief Judge
Bell has been extremely supportive and dedicated to funding family division
services, such as ADR, Pro Se Assistance, Guardian Ad Litem, Psychological
Evaluations, Supervised Visitation, Facilitation and Case Managers.
Additionally the social services component, an equally important mission of the
family division, has been greatly increased in the family arena.

Currently, Montgomery County is undergoing another structural
transformation by the transfer of juvenile jurisdiction from the District Court to
the Circuit Court. We have developed a detailed, comprehensive Juvenile
Differentiated Case Management Plan (enclosed) for the juvenile division and we
anticipate some early successes. However, this plan is based upon the current
resources available to us and does not incorporate the juvenile division into the
family division, again, for lack of judicial resources.

As the analysis indicates, we are the most populous jurisdiction in
Marvland. The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
recently calculated that our past growth trend would continue into the future.
We have experienced a precipitous increase in family division workload since
1998 in addition to the multifaceted caseload becoming more complicated with
our diverse culture in Montgomery County.

Accordingly, ] am optimistic that the legislature will agree with our
concerns in the family and juvenile area. Our need for additional judgeships is
sustained by the analysis illustrating that an additional two (2) judges are needed
in Montgomery County. Courtroom space is not available, however, juvenile
chamber space is currently near completion. The County Council and
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Mr. Frank Broccolina
Page Three

County Executive have continued throughout my tenure as Circuit and
Administrative Judge to support the need for additional judgeships in’

Montgomery County. Ilook forward to working with vou toward a favorable
outcome in this endeavor.

Thank you in advance for the opportunity to comment on this matter.

Wuly vours,

{
Paul H. Weinstein

Phw/pgh
Cc: Pamela Q. Harris
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October 31, 2002

Mr. Frank Broccolina

State Court Admunistrator
Administrative Office of the Courts
Maryland Judicial Center

580 Taylor Avenue

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Re: FY 2004
Dear Mr. Broccolina:

By this letter. the Circuit Court for Baltimore Citv is requectmq four new judges. one judge for

each of our dockets: civil, cnminal. juvenile and domestic. This Court has ne had a new _}Ud\'\.’ since

1967 Itremains. however. the busiest court in the State and is ser '.:":" challergad by alack of o]

resources. In spite of creative new programs on all dockets, the bottom line is that there are fur tov
many cases for the number of available judges.

Criminal Docket

For the calendar year 2001, there were 8,942 incidents that were the subject of crimunal filings.
Because incidents often result in multiple charges, the actual number of criminal charges would be much
greater. These felony filings did not include the 7,012 jury trial prayer cases which originated in Distmict
Court or the 540 criminal appeals from District Court. These numbers represent a significant increase
in filings over calendar vear 2000 when there were 8,043 felony filings and 6,239 jury trial praver cases.
Put another way, there were an additional 1,652 crimunal cases filed Currently, a minimum ot nire
felony tnals are set before judges five days a week. Fourteen of the 30 judges of this court are assigned
to hear criminal matters. Three are assigned just to hear misdemeanor cases which originate in District
Court. Approximately 60 - 73 new instant jury trial pravers are received from the Distnict Court or. 4
dailv basis.

During the past few vears. this court has implemented several significant measures 10 process
cases inatimely, vet fair manner. A firm postponemen: policyv. a discoven court. pre-trial contere

TICTIC >,

centralized arraignments, computerized scheduling orders, a DCM management program. and a new




Mr. Frank Broccolina
Oct. 31, 2002
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statistical management package have helped. Nevertheless, unless there are more judges to preside over
these cases. it wiil be impossible for this court to continue to process cases consistent with State time
standards.

Juvenile

The Juvenile Court is in dire need of at least one additional Judge. The Juvenile Court would
then have four full-time judges and nine full-time masters. In fiscal year 2001. the Juvenile Division
handled approximately 2,000 new CINA petitions, 700 TPR petitions. 500 adoption petitions and over
6,800 delinquency petitions. During that year the court conducted in excess of 55,000 hearings. In fiscal
year 2002, the Juvenile Division handled approximately 2,000 new CINA petitions, 525 TPR petitions.
650 adoption petitions and 6.800 delinquency petitions. During that fiscal year, more than 61.000
hearings were conducted. Clearly an additional Judge would benefit the TPR. adoption. CTN\A and
delinquency dockets.

Specifically. as to TPRs. a recent study done by the Foster Care Court Improyement Project
indicated that based upon the current volume of newv filed TPR petitions. using standards set by e
National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges. our court requires 3.5 additional tull-time Judges
(in addition to the one full-time Judge currently assigned to TPR's) to appropriately handle the TPR
docket alone.

It should also be noted that. pursuant to “best practices” associated with ASFA (American Satz
Family and Adoption Act), over the last three years there has been a marked increase in the number of
CINA hearings for the purposes of permanency planning. Ideally, all of those hearings should be
handled by a Judge. In the absence of additional judicial resources, we have reduced the number of
Masters available to hear delinquency cases to otherwise handle permanency planning hearings.

Civil

In large measure, because of significant reforms to the docket in the early 1990's. the civil docket
of this court has been characterized as one of the most efficient in Maryland. A DCM Program
providing for separate scheduling tracks for cases. depending on the complexity of the case: pre-trial
scheduling orders: mandatory settlement conferences: and a mediation program have gone a long wa)
to ensure that civil cases have reliable trial dates and resolve in a timely manner. In particular. this coun
has one of the strongest alternative dispute resolution programs in Maryland requiring employmernt.
worker’s compensation, business. contract, insurance and environmental cases to goto a court appointed
mediator before the conclusion of discovery. A study commissioned by MACRO indicated that the
worker’s compensation cases referred to mediation resolved in statistically significant shorter tims
periods and resulted in less discovery filings. Currently. there are ad hoc groups ofthe bar working with
the court to expand the mediation program to medical malpractice and other professional liability cases.
In addition. in January. 2003 the court will begin its Business and Technology Case Program.
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These initiatives must be viewed with the backdrop of the significant filings in this docket. For
example, in FY 2002 there were 17,781 civil filings in contrast to 16. 688 in FY 2001. As with the
criminal docket, this represents almost 1.100 additional filings. Most of those filings were in civil jury
wrial cases and asbestos cases. For FY 2002 alone there were 2,673 new asbestos filings. Currently.
although there has been a complete revamping of the asbestos docket, there are approximately 18,000
asbestos cases awaiting trial dates! Since 1999, this court has been meeting regularly with the asbestos
bar and is scheduling approximately 150 cases every four weeks. Thousands of asbestos cases have
resolved prior to trial. However, significant judicial input is needed for their resolution.

The new filings also reflect the hundreds of lead paint cases particular to Baltimore City. Itis
estimated at any one time there are between 800 - 1,000 lead paint cases pending. This year the Mayor
of Baltimore City announced Project 5000 - an initiative by which the City hopes to acquire title to 5000
properties by use of Petitions to foreclose the rights of redemption from tax sales. The City expects to
begin filing approximately 150 of these cases per month starting in November. 2002.

Because of the needs of the other dockets, at the current time there are only six judges available
to preside over jury trial cases with an additional one judge sitting as a chamibers vourt. There shouid
be at least nine. The assistance of retired judges is needed on a daily basis not only to try cases. but
review an average of 130 motions every day. Without question. a new ‘udge is needed for this docket.

Family Division

In the Family Division, for FY 2002 there were 5,112 filings which represented a small increase
over the 5,034 filings for FY 2001. Because of the individual attention required in these cases, which
involve child custody, child support, domestic violence, and property issues, each case needs at least
three hearings (scheduling, pre-trial, and trial). Therefore, approximately 9. 924 hearings are needed
to be scheduled in a year. There are only two judges and one full time master available to hear those
cases because the third family division judge presides over non-support cases. Two of the three masters
are designated to hear only child support cases. This year the number of cases with pro se liugants
continues to rise. Eighty-three percent of domestic cases have at least one party who is pro se and in
51% of the family division cases. both parties are pro se. With increased pro se litigation. more judicial
attention is needed and hearings often take longer.

The number of family division filings cited above did not includz the paternity non-support cases
filed in FY 2002 which were 11.120. In addition to a judge who hears ‘hese cases on a full-time busis,
two family division masters assist with these cases. There is another master who reviews special
requests for emergency hearings. There were over 200 requests for emergency hearings during the past
vear and they must be accommodated because in most of them children may be in threat of immediate
physical harm. Also. any decision rendered by the master at these hearings is subject to immediate
judicial review upon request of the parties and thus, judge time is needed as well.




M:. Frank Broccolina
Oct. 31, 2002
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Because of the significant number of cases. and the time that is needed to attend to these
important issues. the backlog of cases awaiting scheduling is unfortunately accumulating. Anadditional
judge would alleviate the backlog and allow the family divisionto comply with new State time standards
for the processing of cases.

Conclusion

Baltimore City may aptly be characterized as a “stone soup jurisdiction.” In spite of a shortage
of necessary judges and limited support resources, the Circuit Court continues to create new
management reforms to allow its caseload to process in a fair, timely and efficient manner. However.
in order to meet the needs of the citizens of Baltimore City, a minimum of four additional judgeships
1S necessary.

Sincerely,

LU ud L,

Ellen M. Heller
Administrative Judge

EMH kms
cc:  Robert M. Bell, Chief Judge
All Judges, Circuit Court for Baltimore City
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DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND
for Anne Arundel County
James W, Dryden The Robert F. Sweeney District Court Building
Adminlstrative Judge 251 Rowe Boulevard
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
Tel: (410) 260-1360
Fax: 810) 260-1312
MEMORANDUM
TO: Honorable Martha F. Rasin, Chief Judge
FROM: James W. Dryden, Administrative Judge O\Q
DATE: August 31, 2001

SUBJECT: Additional Judge for District Seven

I have enclosed a copy of my memorandum of July 20. 2000 that requested an
addimenal judge for District Seven. Everything Isaid in that memorandur remains true tedav; the
special programs we operate to divert cases from the courtroom. the increased business over time
{sithcugh the latest vear to vear statistics snow only a small increase) a2 the mme spent by our
iudges on the bench.

I'would again like to draw special attention to the time our judges spend on the bench,
about five hours per day. Each month our judges earn first or second place honors in that category.
We car that place; we do not stretch out cases or complete office work on the bench. We try cases,
especially drunk driving cases (which did show an almost 10% increase last year).

Anpe Arundel County and Montgomery County continue to process mors drunk

 driving cases than any other jurisdiction. We “process” a significant number of these cases by trial.

A stanistical report covering the period from July 2000 to March 2001 indicates that out of the total
drunk driving charges of 5,361 in that period in Anne Arundel County, 199 ended in not guilty
verdicts, more than any other jurisdiction. We try many drunk driving cases and they take time.

Although not quite as dramatic that same situation applies i criminal cases. In that
same penod, July 2000 to March 2001, 1,144 cnminal cases were disposed of in Anne Arundel
County, 48 by not guilty verdicts. If you compare that number with the number of not guiltys in
other jurisdictions, in both absolute and percentage terms, the conclusion seems inescapable that
many cases proceed to trial in Anpe Arundel County.

None of this is meant to suggest that Anne Arundel County is night or wrong about

auything; just an effort to explain why we spend so much time on the benct. and that the tifpe spent
15 productive.
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T also point this out in the belief that the workload assessment report which
demonstrated the need for two-thirds of a judge in Anne Arundel County was only two-thirds
accurate. AsJunderstand the methodology used, time values, i.e. District Court Case Weights, were
given to each type of case with drunk driving cases consuming, on average, almost twenty one
minutes of time. This is more time needed than for any other type of case, except domestic violence
and peace order cases. Again our county has more of those cases and more of them go to trial.

, I would again refer you to my memorandum of last year. As I pointed out in that
memorandum, we have a space physically available that can be quickly turned into a courtroom.

Finally, if this request is granted, we would need an additional bailiff and courtroom
clerk to staff the courtroom.

Thank you for your consideration.

hwd Memos\Additonal judges request 2001
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DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND
for Anne Arundel County

The Robert F. Sweeney District Court 8uilding
251 Rowe Bouievard
Annapolis, Marytsnd 21401

DRAFT Tel: {410) 260-1360

Fax: (410) 260-1312

MEMORANDUM

TO: ~ Honorable Martha F. Rasin, Chicf Judge
FROM:  James W.Dryden, Administrative Judge (|70

e o T M (R T ST R T i3 s e
i T K 8 U TSI T T ol A R T 4 . v

DATE: July 20, 2000

SUBJECT: Addidonal Judge for District 7

SAEREREIIRRIRR G AR R e

As part of my education befors wniting this leer requesting an additions’ ‘udge in
District 7, I read some previous requests from other jurisdictions. Thev were excellent and faatured
a marshai.mg of facts to support the request. “Whar was not stated specifically and direc”v, 2ithough
an unspoken thewe, is how seriously the lack of judges erodes the quality of justice.} Cur ;udges,
here and in other districts, have to balance every other consideration against the need to finish the
docket. If dockets are not finished there are just more and bigger dockets lurking around the corner.

Our judges average five hours per day on the bench. Since only six hours are
available every day this means many of our judges will spend more than the available six hours on
many days just to finish the docket. Some judges would spend even more tume if saffing
availability was not a factor. Even if a judge finishes the docket under those conditions, that judge

is not sure if the proper attention has been paid to sach case. This pell-mell approach does not
engender the trust of the citizens. '

g

We have already tried to help ourselves. We are either operating or part of many
programs to reduce the strain on the docket. We direct the appropriate criminal cases 1o the
mediation program of the State’s Attorney’s Office, direct bad check cases to the State’s Atntorney’s
program, use a video to advise defendants of their rights, have a designated settlement judge to ride
herd on special set civil cases, have started a mediation program in small claim civil cases and have
an expedited guilty plea program cooperatively rm by the Anne Arundel Countv Detention Center,
tne Public Defender’s Office and the State’s Attorney’s Office.

e LA o S AR S W o

‘Oniy Judge Rasin’s request dated 11/22/95 directly addressed the protien.
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Additional Judge for District 7
July 15, 2000
Page Two

Having said all this, specificity of proof is becessary and readily available. We have
experienced an increase in time-consuming special set civil cases. We have Jittle bench time. We
apaateaDmngntﬂn'ebylosngamdgefmamguhrdockafmanedaypaweeh The mumber
of motor vehicle cases processed has increased from 82,376 in 1995-96 to 108,025 in 1998-99. The
number of criminal cases has increased from 10,322 in 1995-96 to 14, 941 in 1998-99. This is of
_speaﬂwnmmbmmcnumbapremmmﬁnmsatmgthemsesmformmgqmcﬂyaswe
should We have more drunk driving cases in our jurisdiction every year than any other junisdiction,
averaging 6,500 (except 1998-99 when Montgomery County passed us by 500). Our domestic
violence filings increased from 1,332 in 1995-96 to 1, 676 in 1998-99. Fimally, we have 2 room
available that can easily be outfitted as a courtroom.

I could write more and offer more statistics. However, it sesms to me 1t would just
be more stating of the obvious.
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| DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND
KEITH E. MATHEWS District One SB00 Wabasn Avenue

Administrative Judge Baititnore, Marviang 21215
August 28, 2001 ﬁ:lﬁlggﬁ;‘m
The Honorable Martha F. Rasin
- Chief Judge
District Court of Maryland
Courts of Appeal Building
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
Dear Judge Rasin:

As I review my letter to you last year requesting one additional judgeship for Baltimore
City. ! find the information contained therein just as appropriate this year. I will resubmit last vear’s
jerter and supplement it with the following information:

1. The Early Disposition Court at Eastside is now operating five days a week.

sutcoi e A U RIS i et sk DR B TR IR e e T AT YR

2. The Central Booking courroom is operaning five days a wesk with 2 Distnet Count

4 > vt A o - 1.
jucgs thers 4 2 Cavs 3 weel

AL

| 3. The administration of Discict Orne with 26 judges, 56 commissioness and over 250
3 " non-judicial employees is 50 time consuming that 1 am not able to assume fuil time
j_ bench duties.

4. Iforgot to mention in last year's letter that Baltimore City is the only jurisdiction

; where it takes four judicial days a week just to handle parking tickets.

i 5. The most important addition to this year’s request is the result of the Judicial

i Workload Asscssment Report that | incorporate herein by reference thereto. The

- comprehensive weighted analysis of judicial workload recommmends an additional

2.13 judges needed for Balimore City.

Based on the sbove, artached and incorporated, your consideration of this request 1s
sppreciated.

Respectfuily submitted.
.

Ksith E. Mathews
Administrative Judge
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DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND

£ MATHEWS District Cuz SEX0 Wabash Avenue
mmmlﬂ‘ " Baltimors, Maryiand 21215
4 Judge Angust 11, 2000 (410) 878-80)4

TTY: (410) 383-7338

The Honorable Martha F. Rasin
Chief Judge

Courts of Appeal Building
Anpapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Judge Rasin:

The purpose of this letter is to request an additional judgeship for District One,
Baltimore City.

Although raw statistics may not show a significant increase it filings, the compiexity
of specialized dockets have put an ever increasing burden on all District One judges.

The crminal Domestic Violence docket is five days 2 week and has full-time
prosecutors who specialize in this area. They only bring the most serjous cases to this court.
As with any domestic case, the acrimony between the parties is intense. I canmot asgign one
judge foll-time to that docket because the burnout rats is high.

The Drug Treatment docket requires highly specialized training for the judge and a
long-term commitment Replacement mdges are limited to only those who have been trained
in that area. The national recognition and success of this court makes it likely that it will be
expanded.

District One has the only full-time Housing docket. In an effort to reduce blight and
increase affordable city housing, the Legislature has conferred special condemnanon powers
to the District Court in Baltimore City only. We have been told by the new administration
to expect an increase in the use of this law as a part of its effort in this area.

The Criminal Justice Coordinating Council has proposed and we have initiated an

Early Disposition docket. In September of this year, the dockst will be full-time, five days
a week, O to 5. This is the court where a defendant who, afier arrest, and release by the




The Honorable Martha F. Rasin-
Augnst 11, 2000
Page Two

commissioner, is schednled far a plea or arraigrment within forty-eight hours. To make room
for the full-time Early Disposition docket we are moving our Rent Court from the Eastside
Building to the Civil Building. That will eliminate a civil court and increase the workload
on the remaining Civil courts. .

It is notunnwalforajndgetomnaaiminalcourtdocketwitheightycases
schednled. Specialtydocketsandbaﬂmviewdockztshavcincrmsedthecaseloadofom
regular dockets. Forcxmpk,ComunomNmbaTheeatEastsidcisusedtwodaysaweek
foraxpﬂmﬁaﬂyDisposidondockaandone-halfdayaweckforﬂ:chandgmdockzt That
lcavmtwoandone-halfdayswn'yﬁvedxysofqimimlmea.

We have been hearing cases on a part-time basis at the Central Booking courtroom
for some time now. Later this year, we will begin full time operations. This alone should
justify an additional judge. It is an additional court to operate and expands our court
locazons from four to Sve. This courtroom will be used for early dispositions of defendants
whe a-e not released, as well as quality case review, bail reviews. re-review of bails and
felony matters that may arise as a result of our cross-designated status. The last fiscal year
when we were only there pari-time, we required 276 retired judge days.

ThencwMayormdPolieeConmﬁssimhavemadcitcbarthatﬁzeywﬂlsoonbe
impkmcnﬁngmeircﬁmemdncﬁonhﬂﬁaﬁvethatwmmltinincwcdm.

Civﬂmhmbecomcmmecomplamdmconsunﬁngmofourjudges’ non-
bench time. Itisnotmmsualfcrom(ﬁvﬂjndg&smissucwdttenopinimsmﬂartothc
example attached and all without law clerks.

For the befors-stated reasons, your consideration of this request is appreciated.

Very truly yours,
"

-~

s

Keith E. Mathews
Administrative Judge
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General Motors Acceptance Corp. - N THR
Plaintifg
o DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND
v! -
- FOR BALTIMORE CITY

Johnny A. Riley, Sr.
Defendant * CASE NO.:0101-50284-95

-« [ ] | * - * * -« * - - *» - - * » w - * | 4 *
CPINION AND ORDER

The facts in this case are undisputed. The Plaintiff, General
Motors Acceptazce Corporaticn (GMAC), and the Defendant, Johnny A.
Riley, Sr. (Riley) entered intc a retail imstallmen:z sales contract
2 purchase of a rwotor ek
default, and the Plaintiff repcesessed the vehicle and sold i: at
a p;ivate auction. Defendant contends that CL §12-626(d) requires
that when a car is sold at a private sale the Plaintiff must notify
the defandant of the time and place of sale.. The Plaintiff did not
notify Defendant of the time and place of the sale of the vekicle
Pricr to selling it, but did comply with &ll other provisicns cf

the law. It is undisputed that if Plaintiff failed to comply with

the law its claim must be denied.

The Issue presenzed here is whether Section 12-526 . 2) refers




<

ro ail sales oI reposséssed cars or only those soléd at a puklic
auerion as referred to in Section 12-626(a). It is undisputed that
under Section 12-626{(d) "at least ten days before the sale", the
holder shall notify the buyer in writing sent by registered or
certified mail of the time and place of the gale*. (eméhasis added)
It is undisputed that this was not done.

@MAC contends that such notice is not required, but is limited
to public sales, relying upon language contained in the Court of

Appeals decision in Klime v. Central Motoys Dodge, 228 Md. 448, 614

A.%d& L313 (15Sg, stating:

*It is undisputed that the ‘public’ sale referred to in
Subgection (@)1(i) is the public auction sale referred to
in RISA Section 12-626(a)-(d)." 614 A.2d at 1314.

The Defendant disagrees contending that the lar yuage contained

in X,.pne is merely dicta and does not refer toc an issue presented
to or decided by the Court in that case. Defendant points out that
<ne parties in Xline agreed that Secticn 626 (d) refers orly to a
public auction sale since tha; issue was not central to their

contentions in that case. The Kline case stands for the principle

that a private sale must be commercially reasonatle.
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The test to be used in analyzing the statute are generally

accepted. They were set out in Frogst v  State, 336 Md. 125, 137

{1994) :

*In analyzing a statute, we must always be cognizant of
a fundamental principle that statutory construction is
approached from a ‘ commensensical’ perspective.
(citations omitted). Thus we seek to avoid constructions
that are illogical, unreasonable, or inconsistent with
common sense. (citations omitted). Purthermore we do not
reach statutory language 'in isclation or out of
context’ [but construe it] in light of the legislature’s
general purpose and in the context of the statute as a
whole”

326 Md. 1235, 137, 138.

In attempting to understand this law, we begin with a review

(31
|
{
'

(34
¥

1

o0

$he

4

(A1)
t
)
H
i}

)
O

little guidance. It is entitled "Repossesaion - resale of goods".
The section begins by setting out the circumstances under which a
publié auction can be demanded by the buyer. Subsecticns (b) and
() both plainly rgfe: to galesg at a public auctisn. Sactiocn (&)

/

does nct expressly refer to either a public or private sale.
Subsection je, expressly cefines which c¢f l<s prevision agp.y

to which type of sale and refers to both public and private sales.

Thus, varicus provisions of §12-€26 apply toc both types cf sales

P

but generzlly set out, in each 1xstance, whizch tvpe zf sale L=
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involved. The only excép:icns are subsection {d) and (f) (which
recguires a st:atemept ?f disposition of the proceeds). This review
of the centext of the section suggests that where the legislature
wished to distinguish between a public or private sale, it did sc
expressly.

Accordingly, one begins an analysis of this section with the
reasornatble presumption that since §12-626(d) failed tc specifically

s-ate wnethar "the sale"™ was a public or private sale, the

subsecticn refers to any sale and requires notice of all sz2lsas
public.ox private.

The Defendant argues that such an interpretation would be
reasonable based upon the generally accepted principle that wkere
the statutory scheme is desgigmed to provide_s protection teo certain
individuals, theré is no reason to read a portion of these
orotecticns out of the statute. Rather, ambkicuity shoulld ke
resolved in favor of the class to be protected and the general
purpose ci the section.

-
-

' adéition, the Plaintif

th

offaredi no compelling reasons why
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a notice of private saie could not be provided to the Defendans
just as easily as that of a public sale. There has been no procf
that such a notice would, in any way, prejudice the Plaintiff or
others similarly situated. OZ course, the Defendant would be
placed in a more difficult position with respect to attending a
private auction sale than with respect to a public auction sale:
however, there appears to be no compelling reason why the Defendant
snould nct be.apprzsed ©f the time and place gc that, if feagible,
pe couid maxe arrangements to attend and observe to insure that a
ccmmercially reasonable sale cccurs.,

The Court feels that the Plaintiff’s reliance upor Kline v.

Captral Motors Dodge, 328 MA. 448, 614 A.2d 1313 (1992) is
misplaced. While it is noteworthy that :ye heléing of that case
with respect to the issue before the Court is cited in the notes in
the tatute as standing for the proposizion which Plainti€f
supports, a reading of the case does not suppor? this claim.

clear that the holding in Eligne on this issue is niot central =0 the

subiect matzer cf that case. The Court gave nc consideration -o
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this iseue in Kilne, but.;erely recited the parties acguiescence cn
the issue. Accord;‘.ngly, with respect to the issue before this
Court in this matter, the holding in EKline appears to provide no
substantive guidance.

This Court believes that a finding in favor of the Plaintiff
would require reading into the statute the w;:rd "public® before the
word ‘"sale® :Ln Subsecticon 12-826{d). This is not reasconakble
particularly in light of the fact that where the legislature
appezred to intend the statute Lo apply to a particulacs tvpe I
gsale, it expressly 8O \stated.. To support the Plaintiff’s view, the
Court would have to assume that the legislature simply made a
mistake in writing the statute and proceed to reyrite the statute
to the satisfaction of Plaintiff. This Court believes that such a
rewriting of the statute is inappropriate and unsupported by
ctraditiona. rules of statutory interpretation. Rather the Court

would prefer to use the plaln, common sease meaning of Subsection

12-626 (@) and interpret it to apply to sales in general, which this

court believes is a rationel and reasonable interpretation =2f the
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plain meaning of the subsection, particularly wher cons:ideraed in
light of the general protective purpose of the statute.

Accordingly, £for these reascms, the Cours will eoter a

judgment iz this matter in favor of the Defepdant.




DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND

MEMORANDUM
| TO: Hon. Martha F. Rasin
Chief Judge

FROM: Frank M. Kratovil

Administrative Judge
SUBI: Addiuonal Judgeships for Prince George’s County

I am requesting four additional judges for the 5% Judizial Distnet. The reasons for
my request are as follows:

The Marviand Admimstuative Office of the Courts retained the semvices of the
Nationa Conrer “or Srore Courts n Muav on 200 o somo Lo w i

assessment for the Circuit and District Courts to provide Juanutative
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rovieny ool assgsiment of tme study onformatem o oaroru andoavitgTmoaniealiy
documented, the conclusory report submitted on August 15, 2000 was

illuminating if shocking. The conclusion reached was that the 5% Judicial District
was assessed as needing 17.50 judges. As you are well aware. we had 13 judges
at that time and have 13 judges now. The formula and procedure for the gathering
of this information was carefully, strictly outlined and quite scienufic. This
assessment - a need for 4.5 more judges 1s justification enough for additzenal

judicial help.

2. The recent emphasis and study by the courts :maj udges of case management and
court technologyv mmnovauon if anvthing. remforces the need for adequutc udic:al
p esence. Far from reducing or eliminating the qeed for ‘-”doex all of the
eminars and instructions point o the great need for an acequate yudiciary ©
iplement these :sreamiining procedures.

tal

Our domestic vioience dockets increase each vear and 3.398 domestuc vioience
cases were filed last vear. an increase of 4%. The public and experts on the
insists thar these cases be h:mcl]ed promﬂti\ and ;‘:rougbiy We cannot

caseloads Our Distnct Court demed more domestc vioience peutions than the
Circuit Court handied




Hon. Martha F. Rasin
August 27, 2001 - Page 2

FMERGae

Coroilary to the domestic violence docket. but separate, are the peace order
filings. From January 2000 through December 2000 we had 729 filings and
through July 2001, we are already up 34%.

Our caseload in municipal infractions was (up 21%); parking tickets (up 22%) and
the new automated red light cases (up 240%) show adjustments are necessary. ‘

Although our civil docket was down 3%, these figures are cyclic and the tell tale
statistic is that we had 1,778 automobile torts filed. Because of our increased
jurisdiction and the speed with which we are scheduling these cases, there is no
doubt the filing of these cases, which are time consuming, will increase.

Our second regional booking station - with Commissioners Station - has opened
in Eastover and a third is scheduled for opening in December. This will surely
Meab an increase in the in the courts crimunai gocket wnich 1s siightly down tnis
vear, since one of the purposes of regional booking is to free up police resulting in
mOore arrests.




. DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND
Fank M. Kratovil District Number 5 Courmonse, Swite 345B

Aammistranve Judge Upper Maribero, Marviand 207
(301} 9524023

July 13, 2000

MEMORANDUM
TO: Hon. Martha F. Rasin
Chief Judge
A
FROM: Frank M. Kratovil [/ VM

Administartive Judge
SURBI: Additional Judge for Prince George's County

T'am requesung an addition ‘ude= for the Fifth Judicial Tée=-+. The -enspnc “or
s releows

1) Although domestic violence cases are on approximately the same level as
of last year, that level is approximately 200 to 300 hundred cases per
month. The bench time for our domestic violence cases has now increased
to approximately 3 hours per day. I cannot represent that there will be an
increase in the domestic violence cases to a certainty, but 1t seems very
likely that there will be before the end of the vear.

2) There has been an increase in motor vehicle cases of approximately 3% so
far this year, i
3) In my report of July of 1999, I reported the probabie operation of two new

regional booking facilities. One of those regional bocking facilities had
the ground breaking. That regional booking station should be operatonal
in Februarv, 2001 and as I have previousiv pointed out, that will increase
the aumber of arrests and prosecutions on our trial dockets.

Peace Orders are teginming t¢ Be used more atdely anc dhrougn June of
this vear, 394 Peace Orders have been flied. As the information of the
availability of this mechanism becomes more widely know. I would expect
that number to increase very substantiallv within the next six montks.
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DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND

STEPHEN L. CLAGETT District Four Louis Goidstein Mulp-Service Center
Admsmistraieye Juiige ped ¥ ke 5.’“\'. 20d Hoot

Prince Frederick MD 206784136
(410) 535-209]
(411 825.8500

August 31, 2001

The Honorable Martha F, Rasin
Chief Judge

District Court of Maryland
Courts of Appeal Building

261 Rowe Boulevard
Annapolis, MD 21401.2295

Dear Chief Judge Rasin:

On August 12, 1282 [ ..., SUbdoondl reguest tor an add - Stz it Listnal iy
>0 St Many's County. Not io be deterred by “retection.” ! have wrran 32 €vel year since

riterating the need for that Judge and | smeerely hape the Legislature approves the Judgeship for
2002 because we are at a “crisis stage.” ‘

Rather than repeat and revise the statistic data, | am enclosing my letters and
memorandum from the last four years. St Mary’s County and Calvert County are desperate for
sune help. The criminal and civil dockets in St. Mary"s are such thar 1 have had attorneys ang
htigants contact me about why they don't get a trial date in some cases for siX 1o ten months. In
Calvert County — nghtfully or wrongfully - | simply overload the dockets to trv to avoid thie
delay even though we still can’t set in criminal cases for at Jeast four months as a “general ruje"”
because of the valume. By increasing dockets, I am afraid that litigants, prosecutors, attorneys,

witnesses and the public are not being given the time and attention that thev deserve and Justice
mayv be shortchanged in the name of expediency.

“Bench time” is a deceiving statistic First. as stated, the size =7 the Cockats are such that
atorneys and litigants are resnlving otherwise triable issues for fear of not “geting into Court.”
As a general rule, the larger the docket, the less trials. Secondly, for everv hour spent on the
bench, a judge spends at east an hour off the bench doing chambers work. This phenomena is
especially true in a one judge county such as Calvert ang St Mary's because e J=<4= becomes
ths “3cal point for al] questions from the general public, statf, local police, etc. . Judge Slade
and [ spend what little Lime we have between the moming and aftemocn dockets exting a
sandwich while signing stacks of Orders or answenng phone calls.
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The Honorable Martha F. Rasin
August 31, 2001
Page 2

As a policy, the Admimistrative Judges stated that the Yast majority of small alaim, traffic
and criminal cases should have a final disposition entered within ninety (90) days. This cannot

Finally, we recently received the Workload Assessment Model Final Report. Ona per
Judge basis, it appears that our District and District V have the most urgent need for judges.
Considering that we are currently a four judge district serving three counties in the fastest
growing region of the State, our need is more critical than ever,

Thank vou for VOUT Tons.

SLC/dw

Enclosures

deration. If you need any additional information, please call.

Verv tuly vours,

Stephen L. Clager:
Admimstrative Judge, District IV




S hen L €l DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND

tephen L. Clagett District Nu : Goi

- Number 3 _ouss Goidsie:n Mult-Service Jonies
I o istraty N MUl DSTVICE LNl
I Admurustranive Judge 200 Duke Sireet, 2nd Fioor

i Smnee Fregenck. MD 20678-40 32

. (3101 335-2091

. (410) 335-8800

. MEMORANDUM

| TO: Martha F. Rasin
Chief Judge

| FROM: The Honorable Stephen L. Clagett A~y ——
Administrative Judge. District IV

DATE: March 2, 2001

SUBJECT: St Mary's County Dismct Court’s Need for a Second Judge

(hH Popuiaion growth i STUhern Mar g — dslosl ol h Lo Tog Ton Shals
Statew1ide popuiation average per Disict Court judsy — Jui .« Z50 Jodnln

#1 St. Marv’s County 90,500
#4 Calvert County 76,100
#7 Charles County 61.700

St. Mary’s Sheriff's Dept. has increased the number of officers by
20% over last 2 years

2) Circuit District Judge Ratios

Asof Julv 1, 1599 143 Circuit Court

As of Julv 1. 159¢ 108 Distnict Court 1

Calvert Co. and a ‘ew others have the second hignestranc of 201
St. Mary's 3 Cirzuir Court judgas o the 1 Disinoi Cour Juels

Average 1.

(3 Fiscal 2000 Report

St. Marv's =7 in motor - shicle cases filed per cudze
St Mary's =2 in criTmuna. Cases Tied perjudge ol DT Co SDa e ariae e
4

St. Mary’s =2 in civil cases filed (Calvert 22)
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March 2, 2001
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Jury Trial Prayers have dropped precipitously since Judge Slade was appointed.

Judge Slade is very thorough and patient; he uses supervised probation
extensively (dramatic increase in VOPs)

Delays in setting wrial dates — 4 - 6 months from arrest to trial

Calvert’s population, trial date delays, and increase in cases filed are very
close — a second judge in St. Mary’s allows Calvert 10 expand dockets to
open second courtroom one or two days to clear the backlog. This eliminates
the need for Calvert to request another District Court judge for at least two
vears. (If a second St. Mary’s judge is approved. we will increase the number
of docket davs from five 1o six or seven — not ten. The “udges can travel the
other days, not only to Calvert County but to other Junsdictions, where a void
needs to be filled)

Incraasine comnlexity and breadth of Disticr Cour de theets statewide

DV'sPeace Orders!

Expanded Civil Jurisdiction

Chamber’s work (equal amount of hours spent “off bench” as
“bench time”)

Outside court related activities i.e. various committees involving
domestic violence, substance abuse, public speaking, etc... have
Increased in recent years
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DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND
Stephen L. Clagent District Number 4

. . Louis Goidstesn Multi-Scrvice Cenge
Adwinisrraive Judge 200 Duke Street. 22 Floor 4
Prince Frederick, MD 20678-4136
(410Y 535-209%
(410) 535-8800
July 6, 2000
The Honorable Martha F. Rasin
Chicf Judge, District Court of Maryland
Courts of Appeal Building
361 Rowe Boulevard
Annapolis, MD 21401-2395
Dear Chief Judge Rasin:
I have amitten the last ran vears requasting a second District Court judge 0 St Mar's

County. As much as I sincerely helieve that 've nz=d this position. I have o he candid in s®ating that
the District Court in St. Mary’s County is operating efficiently and can continue to do so for the
immediate future if this request is not granted. Having Judge Slade sitting i Leonardtown tive days
per week instead of the three that he will sit if we get a second judge has given him the opportunity
to develop a style methudology compatible with the sizc and type of docket that he sees. Although
still the highest in District Four, his bench time has been less than [ expected. Also, there is a
“bigger picture” than what T see. There are many other factors for you and Chief Judge Bell to
consider before asking the legislature for another judge-not the least of which are the results of the
Judicial Certification Methodology Study which is currently underway.

Rather than paraphrase last year’s request. I am attaching a copy of my August 24, 1999 letter
and will supplement my facts, figurcs and arguments.

The population of St. Mary’s County specifically and southern Marviand in general is ever
increasing. This expanding populauon is demanding more and better service. Once again. the
Sheriff's Department in St. Mary’s has added a significant number of deputies. Once deputies are
hired. more and more traffic and criminai cases are processed. | he number of motor vehicle filings
in St. Mary’s County alone increased by thurty-seven percent last year. We are currently scheduling
tralDe wud ciiminal cases for trial Sve to 3ix months after the summons, warrant or citation 1S i1sgued.
Large claim civil cases cannot be scheduled for approximateiy seven months. St. Mary's County has
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The Honorable Martha +. Rasin
July §, 2000

the highest population in the state per District Court judge. Correspondingly, it ranks near the top
in criminal, traffic, and civil cases filed per judge. It is stll the only jurisdiction in the state of
Maryland where you have three Circuit Court judges to one District Court judge. Tbe next highest
ratio, if | can interpret the statistics correctly, is two to one. Most jurisdictions have approximately
1.5 Circuit Court judges to every District Court judge.

I have written you recently asking that I be able to set an additional docket day in Calvert
County. My dockets are getting heavier each month. When vou have three courtrooms full of
litigants each and every day coming through the District Court, you start making mistakes. The
State’s Attorney’s Office is complaining that the caseload is such on any given docket that they really
do pot have time to try a case. Without excessive plea bargaining, we would come 10 a standstill in
no time at all. As it 1s, Distnict Court judges have to be able to listen. talk and write at the same time.
If they arc not able to master those traits. their bench time is going to become extraordinary. I can
foresee that it will not be too far off before I will be sitting five days per weck and we will need
judges everv day that I am on leave as opposed to not having a docket. The added St. Marv’s judge
can fill this vacancy and also sit 1o Calvert County on a regular basis so we don't have 10 ask for
another judge here for several vears

EN D T

EepEpmee ey

When you bave an increase in the number of cases filed as we have nad in the last decade,
there’s a resulting increase in chambers work. For every hour that Judge Slade is in court which
probably averages four and one half to five and one half hours per day, [ would venture to say that
he has an equal amount of time off the bench signing court orders, comresponding, answering
telephone calls, and answering general questions from the clerks or public.

During my tenure as judge 1 have probably sat in half the District Courts in Maryland. In
years past, it was oot uncommon for a District Court judge to have a relatively busy but relaxing day.
With the increasc in the number of cases and the type of cases illustrated by our expanding civil
jurisdiction and the increased number of filings in the domestic violence and peace order areas, that
is o longer the case.

Judge Slade is a fine judge. He is patient, diligent. and knowledgeable. He and his
predecessor have different views on certain matters which is also resulting in a considerable amount
of bench time and hearings. There has been a noted decrease in jury trial demands since Judge Slade
was appointed. He is also a firm believer in supervised probation. Resultantly, the number of
violation of probation hearings are going to increase several fold over the number of hearings
necessitated when Judge Raley sat in the District Court.
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‘I'he Honorable Martha F. Rasin
Juiy 5, 2000

If we obtairr the other judge for St. Mary’s County, we will increase not from five 1o ten
docket days per week, but from five 1o six days per week in the beginning. Each judge will sit three
days and be available to you to sit in other courts where there are vacancies the other two days per
week. Currently, I know that you fill this void by having retired judges sit [ am extremely grateful
to the retired judges that are available to corae to southern Maryland when our judges are on leave.
However, they are only supposed to work eight houars from portal to portal, and they cannot be
expected to handle the same volume of cases as a judge who sits on a daily basis.

Although I'm sure that you have experts who can break down the statistics better than L, the
need for an additional judgship in St. Marv’s County reallv has become a practical necessitv. The
growth in population, law enforcement resources. and caseload activity is gning to ~xpand I we
are to serve the pubiic in meeting this demand, we need that judgship.

Very wuly vours,

D=1 v AN L.
l

Stephen T.. Clagen s

Administrative Judge
Distmict IV

SLC/dw

Enclosure
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The Honorable Martha . Rasin
July 5, 2000

the highest population in the state per District Court judge. Correspondingly, it ranks near the top
in criminal, traffic, and civil cases filed per judge. It is still the only jurisdiction in the state of
Maryland where you have three Circuit Court judges to one District Court judge. The next highest
ratio, if 1 can interpret the statistics correctly, is two to one. Most junisdictions have approximately
1.5 Circuit Court judges to every District Court judge.

e s e o ot T e o e e e

I have written you recently asking that I be able to set an additional docket day in Calvert
County. My dockets are getting heavier each month. When you have three courtrooms full of
litigants each and every day coming through the District Court, you start making mistakes. The !
State’s Attorney’s Office is complaining that the caseload is such on any given docket that they really :
do not have time to try a case. Without excessive plea bargaiming, we would come 10 a standstill in
no time at all. As itis, District Court judges have to be able to listen. talk and write at the same time.
If they arc not able to master those traits, their bench time is going to become sxtraordinary. I can
foresee that it will not be too far off before I will be sitting five days per week and we will need
judges every day that | am on leave as opposed to not having a docket. The added St. Mary’s judge
can fill this vacancy and also sit in Calvert County on a regular basis so we don’t have 1o ask for
another tudge here for ceveral vears

T R oy

When you bave an increase in the number of cases filed as we have had in the last decade, I
there’s a resulting increase in chambere work. For every hour that Judge Slade is in court which :
probably averages four and one half to five and one haif hours per day, [ would venture to say that
he has an equal amount of time off the bench signing court orders, comesponding, answering
telephoue calls, and answering general questions from the clerks or public.

During my tenure as judge | have probably sat in half the District Courts in Maryland. In
years past, it was got uncommeon for a District Court judge to have a relatively busv but relaxing day.
With the increasc in thc number of cases and the type of cases illustrated by our expanding civil
jurisdiction and the increased number of filings in the domestic violence and peace order areas, that
is no longer the case.

Judge Slade is a fine judge. He is patient, diligent. and knowledgeable. He and his
predecessor have different views on certain matters wiuch is also resulting in a considerable amount
of bench time and hearings. There has been a noted decrease in jury wial demands since Judge Slade
was appointed. He is also a firm believer in supervised probation. Resultantly, the number of
violation of probation hearings are going to increase several foid over the number of hearings
necessitated when Judge Raley sat in the District Count.
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‘{he Honorabie Martha F. Rasin
July §, 2000

If we obtairr the other judge for St. Mary's County, we will increase not from five 0 ten
docket days per week, but from five 10 six days per week in the beginning. Each judge will sit three
days and be available to you to sit in other courts where there are vacancies the other two days per
week. Currently, I know that vou fill this void by having retired judges sit. I am extremely grateful
to the retired judges that are available to corne to southern Maryland when our judges are on leave.
However, they are only supposed to work cight hours from portal to portal, and they cannot be
expected to handle the same volume of cases as a judge who sits on a daily basis.

Although I'm sure that you have experts who can break down the statistics better than L, the
need for an additional judgship in St. Mary’s County really has become a practical necessitv. The
growth in population, law enforcement resources. and caseload activity is gning to expand 1 we
are to serve the pubiic in meeting this demand, we nced that judgship.

Verv uwuly vours,

Stephen T Clagen
Administrative Judge
District IV

SLC/dw

Enclosure
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l.istad malnw are the reasons why Q¢ \or': County neede a cecond Thermar Caoe A
TS Vo arvt g . :

TO: JUDGE RASIN PRGE: 18

NISTRICT COITMT W MARYL AND

Distﬁc[ Num&r 4 Lo Ggidsge:n Multi-Servics Center

200 Duke Smeet. 2nd Ploor
Prince Frederick. MD 206784126
¢ (410} £35-2001
410) 535-8800

MEMORANDUM

Martha F. Rasin
Chief Judge

The Honorable Stephen L. Clagett A~y —

Administrative Judge, Distnct TV
March 2. 2001
St. Mary’s County Distnict Court’s Need for a Second Judge

=

Poputation growth 1n Southern Marviand — fastest grewine r2g:om in State

Statewide population averuge per District Court judge — 50,071 per county

#1 St. Mary’s County 90,500
#4 Calvert County 76,100
#7 Charles Counry 61,700

St. Mary's Sheriff's Dept. has increased the number of officers by
20% over last 2 years

Circuit/District Judge Ratios

As of July 1. 1969 143 Circurt Court

As of July 1, 1999 108 Dastrict Court
Average 1.3 |

Calvert Co. and a few others have the second highest rario of 2 - |
St. Mary’s 3 Circurt Count judgess o the 1 Distnict Court Juage

Fiscai 2000 Report

St. Mary’s 1 i motor veracle cases filed per judge
St. Mary's #3 1n cruminai cases filed per judge (Calvent Co. 22 & Worcester =1)
St. Mary's #4 in civil cases filed (Calvert £2)
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(4) Jury Trial Prayers have dropped preciptonsly since Tudge Slade was appoiated

(5) Judge Slade is very thorough and patient; he uses supervised probation ‘
extensively (dramatic increase in VOPs)

(6) Delays in setting trial dates — 4 - 6 months from arrest 0 wial

M Calvert’s population, trial date delays, and increase in cases filed are very
close — a second judge in St. Mary’s allows Calvert 1o expand dockets to
open second courtroom one or two days to clear the backlog. This eliminates
the need for Calvert to request another District Court judge for at least two
vears. (If a second St. Marv’s judge is approved, we wil! increase the pumber i
of docket days from five to s1x or seven — not ten. The rudges can ravel the
other days, not only to Calvert County but to other junisdictions, where a void l
nezds Lo be (iHed)

s

insreasing comrelexity and hreadrh nf Disrrict Court dockets statewade

DV’s/Peace Orders!

Expanded Civil Jurisdiction

Chamber’s work (equal amount of hours spent “off bench” as
“bench ume”)

Qutside court related activities i.e. various committees involving
domestic violence, substance abuse, public speaking, etc... have
increased in recent years
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DISTRICT COURT (\F MARYLAND
Stephen L. Clagen District Number 4 Louis Goldswein Multi-Service Cener
Admiaistracive Judpe 200 Duke Street. 2nd Floar
Prince: Frederick. MD 2067841 36
{410) 535-2091
{410) 535-8800

e
.

August 24, 1999

The Honorable Martha F. Rasin

Chief Judge

District Court of Maryland

Robert C. Murphy Courts of Appeal Building
Annapolis. Maryiand 21401-2395

| Dear Chief Judge Rasin:

I am writing this letter to formallv request ar additienal fudpaskin in Dippici Ty 5o T

SWFTCULY DL Mo
County. As the Aammistranve Juage of s distrier | set out the Iollowing iacts e support tus
request.

The population of St. Mary’s County continues to show dramatic increases. This population
shift, which is occurring throughout the Southern Maryland region, is expected to continue well
into the next millenpium. The Maryland Office of Planning, Planning Data Services. in their
published article, “Population Trends in Maryland,” note that, “Calvert, Cecil and St. Mary’s
Counties bucked the State trend of slower population growth by having their largest gains of the
1990's in the most receat year.” The Washington Post, relying on statistics obtained from the
Bureau of the Census, repons that St. Mary's Countv had the third highest population growth rate
of any jurisdiction within the state fom 1997 to 1998, increasing their population by 2.8%. The
growth of population in St Mary’s County continues 10 this date and gives no indication of
abating in the near funre.

Local government agencies have already swared 0 respond to the increased need for services in
arzas that will have direct impact on the actvines o7 *he Distet Court. The St Mar's County
Sheriff’s Department has budget approval for an additionai 17 swnm ntficers in 7Y 199G and &
new sworn positions in FY 2000, an effective increase of 21%. The Maryland State Poiice
darrack in St. Mary’s County has increased its staffing by 3 additional troopers in FY 1999 ang is
projecting a neec for an additional 5 positions for Al stzffing. This staffing increase il have
az unmediate Impact on the voiume of cases heard in the District Court for St. Marv’s County.
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The Honorable Marths F. Rasin
Augnust 24, 1999

The District Court has responded to the increase in volume of activity by authorizing additional
commissioner personnel in St. Mary’s County. As of July 1, 1998, a second full time District
Court Commissioner position was authorized for St. Mary’s County. This position has been
filled and is having an impact on the number of District Court activities 1n this county.

There was a third Cirenit Court judgeship funded in St. Mary’s County effective October 1, 1998.

This position bas had a significant impact on the District Court for St Mary’s County which I
will address later in this request.

Statistics gathered from the “Axnnual Report of the Maryland Judiciary 1997-1998" graphically
demonstrate the present need for an additional District Court judgeship in St. Mary’s County.
Dunng fiscal year 1998 St. Mary’'s County had a population of 34,000, significantly gher than
any of the other one judge counties in the state (Chart #1). This number is expected to coptipue
-0 5how a consistent incTease in the [eresesable luture.

= :ompanson with ail jJunsdicnons within the state, St Mary’s Countv has the nighest
ropulation per judge of any other venue (Chart #2). It is also noted hat the average population
per judge in the state is 52,502. The population of St Mary’s County, a one judge junisdiction,
exceeds this average by more than thirty one thousand (Chart 3).

During fiscal yeur 1997, St Mary’s Couaty recorded 24,782 cases filed amd processed i the
District Court. This is the highest mumber of cases filed or processed in a single judge county,
with the exception Worrester Commty (Chart 4). St Mary’s County ranks ahove the smatewide

avemgeinthecatcgoryofcasesﬁledorpmccssedperjuige. These numbers can be expected to
show significant increases in the coming year as the population shift continues.

As stated carlier, the creation of a third Circuit Court judgeship in St Mary’s County has had a
dircct impact on District Court operations in that jurisdiction. The sitting District Court judge in
St Mary’s County, Judge C. Clark Raley, was appointed to the new judgeship. While on the
Nistrict Court bench. Judge Raley was a highty capable, effective, efficient and experienced
‘urist This fact is demonstrated by the 2igh levels of activity achiaved in his county and
accounts for the statistics reported by the judiciary’s annual report during his tenure in the
District Court. The District Court judgeship in St. Mary’s County is vacant at present and the
activities are being handled by visiting judges. Once the appointment is made to £l this
vacancy, it is inconccivablc to sxpeet a acwiy appeinted judge 0 immedintely function in the
same efficient manner.

)5 - .
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The Honorable Martha F. Rasin
August 24 1999

The need for an additional judgeship in St. Mary’s County is a statistical and practical DeCSSSIty.
The statistics show a continuing increase in all areas that affect District Court operativus al this
location. This growth is predicted to continue and the increase in population, law enforcement
resources and activities must be anticipated and responded to in order to maintain efficient and
effective District Court services.

The fiscal impact of an additional judgeship in St Mary’s County will be ameliorated by the fact
that the existing court facility has the necessary space available for this position. [ firmly believe
that the creation of this new judgeship is necessary to maintain the integrity of the judicial
process in St Mar7’s County. I am requesting that this new judgeship be recommendad to the
legisiarure and available for appointment by no later than July | in the vear 2000.

Very truly yours,
/ :/

Stephen L. Clagent
Admimsmragve Judpe
" Distact [V

SLC/dw
ce: Patricia H. Platt

Richard W. Clemens
Richard A. Parker
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August 12, 1998

The Honorable Martha F. Rasin

Chicf Judge

District Court of Maryland

Robert C. Murphy Courts of Appeal Building
361 Rowe Boulevard

Amnapolis, Maryland 21401-2395

Dear Judge Rasin:

I am writing this letter to formally request an additional judgeship in District [V for St.
Mary’s County  As the Administrative Judge of this district I set out the following facts to
support this request.

The populatier of St Man's Counry has shown a recent dramatc (ocrease dus pnmarily
10 the shift of U'S. military functions to this region. This popuiation shiit is expecied to continue
s nuted by the Maryland Office of Planning, Planning Data Services. I their published asticle,
“Population Trends in Maryland,” they note that, “Calvert, Cecil and St. Mary’s Counties bucked
the State trend of slower population growth by having their largest gains of the 1990's in the most
recent year.” This document goes on to state that, “For St. Mary’s County, these dornestic
migration gains were the result of the transfer of jobs to the Patuxent River Naval Aur Staton
from areas outside of Maryland.” This “migration” is expected to have sigmticant impact on the
demand for and the ability to provide government services in this region.

Local government agencies have already started to respond to the increased need for
services in areas that will have direct impact on the activities of the District Court. The St.
Mary’s County Sheriff's Department has increased the number of sworn personnel by 14% over
the past two years. They project a further increase of 7% ip the pumber of sworn personnel in the
| coming year. During this same period ot time, the sheriff's department has added a total of

* cighteen officers to theur correctional staff  This suaffing increase can be predicted 1o have an
unmecdiate impect on the District Court for St. Mary's County.

The District Court has responded to the increase in volume of acuvity by authorizing
additional commissioner personnel in St. Mary's County. As of Julv 1. 1998 a second Sull Sme
District Court Commussioner position has been authorized for St. Mary’s County. This position
will be filled 1n the near future and will also impact on the number of District Court activities in
this county.
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There will be a third Circuit Court judgeship funded in St. Mary’s County effective *

MN—ielan ) 1000 Thrie ancitinn mav have a cionificant immact on the District Court for St.

Mary’s County which I will address later in this request.

Statistics gathered from the “Annual Report of the Maryland Judiciary 1996-1997"
graphically demonstrate the present need for an additional District Court judgeship in St. Mary's
County. Nuring fiscal year 1997 St. Mary’s County had a population of 83,300 the highest of
any one judge county in the state (Chart #1). This number is expected to increase with the
projected influx of military and related civilian personnel at the naval air station and related
activities.

In comparison with all counties within the state, St. Mary's County has the third highest
populaticn per judge of any other jurisdiction (Chart #2). It is 2iso noted shat the average
population per jurdge in the state is 53,213. The population of St. Mary’s County. a one judge
jurisdiction. exceeds this average by more than thirty thousand (Chart 3).

During fiscal vear 1997, St Marv"s County recorded 27.778 cases Sled and processed in
the Distnet Court. !has s the mighest numoer of cases fied or processed in a single judge
county, with the exception Worcester County (Chart 4). St Mary’'s County ranks above the
statewide average in the category of cases filed or processed per judge. These numbers can be
expected to show significant increnses in the coming year as the population shift continues,

As stated carlier, it is expected that the creation of a third Circuit Court judgeship in St
Mary’s County will have a direct impact on District Court operations in that jurisdiction. The
sitting Distnct Court judge in St. Mary’s County, Judge C. Clark Ralev, is a candidate for the
new judgeship. While it is impossible to predict an appointment. Judge Raley’s considerable
qualifications make him a leading contender.

Judge Raley is a capable, effective and efficient jurist. This is demonstrated by the high
levels of activity achieved in his county and accounts for the statistics gencrated by the
Judiciary’s annual report. Should Judge Raley remain on the District Court bench, even with his
effective management, the total number of cases and the projected increase require the
authonzauen of an additional judgeship for St Mary’s County.

[ have not addressed “bench time” in this letter because of its inherent misleading
character as a statistic. What may take some judges an hour to process may take another, like
Judge Raley, only thirty minutes. On this subject T will onlv state that Judge Raley’s bench tme
has significantly increased over the past year. Should he receive the appointment to the Circuit
Court. it is inconceivable to expect a newly appointed judge o ymmediately function in the same
efficient manner. The District Court needs to be prepared for this aventuality.




i)6~31-81 15:81 FROM:DIST COURT CALUERT 41053515599 TO: JUDGE RASIN PAGE: B3

' The Honorabie Martha F. Rasin
' August 12, 1998
i Page 3

! The statistics show a continuing increase in all areas that affect District Court operations
' in St. Mary’s County. This growtb is predicted 1o continue and the increase in population, law
enforcement resources and activities must be anticipated and responded te in order to maintain
efficient and effective District Court services.

The fiscal impact of an additional Jjudgeship in St. Mary’s County will be ameliorated by
the fact that the existing court facility has the necessary space available for this position. 1 firmly
belicve that the creation of this new judgeship is necessary to maintain the integrity of the
Judicial process in St. Mary’s County. [ am requesting that this new judgeship be recommended
to the legislature and available for appointment by no later than January 1 in the vear 2000.

Very truly yours,

Stephen ©. Clagen
Administrative "udrpe
Distnet [V

SLC/dw

Enclogures
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August 14, 2001

The Honorable Martha F. Rasin

Chief Judge

District Ceurt of Maryland

Robert C. Mumphy Courts of Appeal Building
Annapolis. Maryland 21401

Dzar Chsf Judge Rasine

| am writing to request your consideration of a second Distnct Court Judge
position for Worcester County. This judge would be based and reside in the Worcester
County Ocean City District Court facility which presently has no resident judge utilizing
its chambers and courtroom. The present Ocean City summer schedule of four days
per week and winter schedule of two days per week are in part covered by borrowing a
judge from Somerset County. The Worcester County Snow Hill District Court is
scheduled four days per week both summer and winter.

in analyzing the current state of judicial resources in both Worcester County and
District Two. several needs appear. Worcester County presently is averaging
approximately 30,000 cases per year, certainly in excess of the 21,000 cases per judge
state average. The most recent Workload Assessment Study performed by the
National Center for State Courts has determined both an actual and adjusted need of
1.92 judges for Worcester County as opposed to its present one judge position. The
requested additional new judicial position would aliow for the more expeditious hanaiing
of the Worcester County caseload by allowing for an additional day in Ocean City and a
fifth day in the Snow Hill District Court. The acceleration of tnal docketing in the Ocean
City District Court would particularly address a recurring problem in that Court. The
prasent lack of scheduled court days makes quite difficult the scheduling cf inttial inal
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dates within the summer months thereby failing to accommodate the public’s need for a
court adjudication prior to the commencement of college and/or other fall commitments.
The initial trial date delays precipitated by summer time large-scale case generation
also presents prosecutorial hurdles for the State and fiscal problems for the municipality
where the police force is in part hired and therefore only available seasonally. The
present schedule has not served Ocean City ideally and has placed a burden on
surrounding courts.

The Wicomico County District Court has also seen a steady increase from FY
1995 of 20,000 cases per judge, to FY 2000 now in excess of 23,000 cases per judge.
This increase has been consistent and most uniquely marked by an extremely large

namastic Vicience docket which has nzcessitated an earmarked Protective Heanng
aftemnoon docket. While the two judges in Wicomico are presently managing its volume
te a degree. further increases. which seem inevitable, will soon present delays in
Saidsoury Inconsistent with efficient juG.c.al administration, public expeciations, and
~z=zinls the mroposed time standards for imitizlsriat Aadee Towards that 2nd the

croposed usage of the new Ocean City Juage snculd also entail the use ciine Jury
Assemply room in the Wicomico County faciiity presently being renovated o a third
courtroom. This third courtroom would be opened two to three days per week and
staffed in part by the Ocean City Judge. The Workload Assessment Study has
determined the actual and adjusted need for Wicomico County to be 2.3 judges. The
impact of this position would also greatly aid in assisting in the prevention of delays in
the Somerset District Court, which Somerset County Judge to date has been sitting
part-time in both Worcester and Wicomico County despite a case increase in Somerset
from 12,000 in FY 1995 to over 15,000 in FY 2000. These cases are presently being
scheduled over only three days per week in the Somerset District Court on our winter
schedule, and only five days out of every ten on our summer schedule. Once again the
additional judicial resource would afford Somerset an additional day per week that
should further address both the proposed time standards and the beginnings of a
problem with initial trial date delay in that court. Further, this judicial resource should
provide some enhanced opportunity for District Two to provide out of district coverage
to other jurisaictions in the State and should reduce the need and demand ior retired
judges in District Two. The efficiency achieved should allow us to more frequently
darken courtrooms to accommodate judicial, personal and medical leave without
causing backiogs. This judgeship should place District Two in good standing in terms
of udicial rescurces for the next decade. | nave enclosed attachments which iliusirate
the existing and proposed allocation of resources for the affected counrts.
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| realize that you may be besieged by requests for new judge positions. This
request is in no way attempting to indicate that such other requests have any less merit
but is rather pointed towards ensuring timely and effective judicial administration in
District Two for the foreseeabie future. Please feel free to contact me if | can provide
any further information or assistance in this matter.

Thanking you, | am

Very truly yours,

1 7 . /’ - "i
wsJohn L. Noron, il “
Administrative Judge

JLNiil/co

=nC.
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EXISTING

DISTRICT TWO SUMMER SCHEDLILE

July through December

Somerset | Wicomico | | Wicomico Il | Snow Hill | Ocean City
MONDAY N/C Davis Whitehead Bloxom Hayman
TUESDAY Hayman Davis Whitehead N/C Bioxom
'WEDNESDAY | N/C Davis Whitehead | Bloxom Hayman
THURSDAY Havman__ | Davis Bloxom Whitehead | _N/C
. N/C Hayman Bioxom
FRIDAY Hayman | Davis Whitehead | Biexom ; N/C f
L ! |
“Top and Boticm of designations indicate altarnating weeks.
DISTRICT TWO WINTER SCHEDULE
January through June
Somerset | Wicomico! | Wicomico !l | Snow Hill Ocean City
MONDAY N/C Davis Whitehead | Bloxom Hayman
TUESDAY Hayman Davis Whitehead N/C Bloxom
WEDNESDAY | N/C Davis Whitehead | Bioxom N/C
THURSDAY Hayman Davis Bloxom Whitehead N/C
~RIDAY Hayman Davis Whiteneaa | Sicxem N/C

**Ezch Wednescday one judge avzilabie for out of District travel assighment




PROPOSED
“

July through December

DISTRICT TWO SUMMER SCHEDULE

Somerset | Wicomico | Wicomico Wicomico | Snow Hill Ocean City
] i i
MONDAY N/C Davis Whitehead Hayman Bloxom New Judge
TUESDAY Hayman Davis Whitehead N/C Bloxom New Judge
WEDNESDAY N/C Davis Whitehead Hayman Bloxom New Judge
b Hayman N/C
THURSDAY Hayman Davis Whitehead N/C New Judge Bioxcm
FRIDAY ’I Hayman Davis Whitehead New Judge Bloxom N/C
*Tep and Betlzm cf desicnations indicate alternating weeks.
DISTRICT TWO WINTER SCHEDULE
January through June
r
: Somerset | Wicomico | Wicomico | Wicomico | Snow Hill Ocean City
: ] 1l I
?MONDAY N/C Davis Whitehead Hayman Bloxom New Judge
Hayman Davis Whitehead N/C Eloxom New Judge
N/C Davis Whitehead Havman Bloxom N/C
g =ayman N/C
IrHuRsDAY | Hayman Davis Whiteheac N/C New Judge | Bloxem
FRICAY Hayman Davis Whitehead | New Judge | Bloxom N/C

“Top and Bottom of designation indicate alternating weeks.
“Each Wednesday cne judge available for out of District travel assignment




DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND

310 Gav Steer
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(410) 2912585

June 21, 2000

The Honorable Martha F. Rasin

Chief Judge

District Court of Maryland

FRobert C. Murphy Courts of Appeal Building
Arnapolis. Marviand 2142

Dear Chief Judce Rasin:

iem o b . + P — L e et TN mee Lo
Pars writine do ramcect yoor corgiceralion oo Z - :

cceition for Werzester Courty. This judge wouiC Se £asea ana resice in e vv orcssier
Ccunty Ocean City District Court faciiity which presently nas no resigent juage uuizing
its chambers and courtroom. The present Ocean City summer schedule of four days
per week and winter schedule of two days per week are in part covered by borrowing a
judge from Somerset County. The Worcester County Snow Hill District Court is

scheduled four days per week both summer and winter.

In analyzing the current state of judicial resources in both Worcester County and
District Two. several needs appear. Worcester County presently is averaging
approximately 30,000 cases per year, certainly in excess of the 21,000 cases per judge
state average. This new judicial position wouid ailcw for the more axpeditious nandling
~ cf the Worcester County caseload by aliowing for an additional day in Ocean City and z
| sfn day in the Snow Hill District Court. The acceleration of tral docketing in the Ocsan
City District Court would particularty address a recurring probiem in that Court. The
present lack of scheduled court days makes quite difficuit the scheduling of initiai trial
cates within the summer mcnths therety failing to accommedate the cublic’s nesd icr 2
court adjudication pricr to the commencement of coilege and/or other fail commitments.
The initial tral date delays precipitated by summer time large-scale case generation
alsc presents presecutonal hurdles for the State and fiscal prebiems for the municicality
where the police ‘orce s ir cart hired and therefore criy avaiizhie seascnally. Tne
Cresent schedule nas not sarvec Ocean City ideally and has piaced a burcen cn
surrounding courts.
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The Wicomico County District Court has also seen a steady increase from FY
1985 of 20,000 cases per judge, to FY 19393 now in excess of 24,000 cases per judge.
This increase has been consistent and most uniquely marked by an extremely large
Domestic Violence docket which has necessitated an eamrmarked Protective Hearing
aftemoon docket. While the two judges in Wicomico are presently managing its volume
to a degree, further increases, which seem inevitable, will soon present delays in
Salisbury inconsistent with afficient judicial administraticn, pubiic expectations, and
centzinty the proposed time standards for initial trial dates. 7Towards that end the
prog osed usage of the new Ocean City Judge should also entail the renovation of the
Jury Assembly room in the Wicomico Court faciiity to a third courtroem. This third
sourt~zem weuld be cpened two to three cays per week and staffed in part by the
Oczan City Judge. The impact of this position would alsc greatly aid in assisting in the
prevention of delays in the Somerset Distnct Court. which Somerset County Judge to
Zzte ~zs been sHing pan-time in oth '"Wcorcesier and Wiccmice Ceounty despite a case
cases zve creserty seing scheduled over iy Tmree days per wesk in the Scmerset
Cistrict Ceurt. Cnce again the additicnal jucicial resource would affcrd Somerset an
additional day per week that should further address both the proposed time standards
and the beginnings of a problem with initial trial date delay in that court. Further, this
judicial resource should provide some enhanced opportunity for District Two to provide
aut of district coverage to other jurisdictions in the State and should reduce the need
and demand for retired judges in District Two. The efficiency achieved should allow us
to moere frequently darken courtrooms to accommodate judicial, personal and medical
leave without causing backiogs. This judgeship should place District Two in good
standing in terms of judicial resources for the next decade. [ have enclosed
attachments which illustrate the existing and propcsed allecation of resources for the
affecied courts. Cuning any intenm pericd that such judge pesiticn wouid exist prior to
its partial utilizaticn in a third Wicomico courtroom, a fifth summer day couid well be
utilized in Ocean City dunng the summer months. further increasing the benefits
previously described in that area. Additionzl judicial resources would also be more
availacie for cut ¢f distnct and judiciai ileave ccverage dunng this interim pernod.

| realize that you may be besieged by requests for new judge positions. This
request is in no way attempting to indicate that such other requests have any less merit
but is rather ocinted tewards ensuring timelv and sfective judicial administration in
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District Two fcr the foreseeabie future. Flease feel free to contzct me if | can provice
any further information or assistance in this matter.

Thanking you, | am
Very truly vo

. 7
s

{

wohn L. Ncrion, 1l
Administrative Judge

JLNIll/co
Enc.




EXISTING

DISTRICT TWO SUMMER SCHEDULE

July through December

Somerset | Wicomico | | Wicomico Il | Snow Hill | Ocean City
MONDAY N/C Davis Whitehead Bloxom Hayman
TUESDAY Hayman Davis Whitehead N/C Bloxom
WEDNESDAY | N/C Davis Whitehead Bicxom Haymar
THURSCAY Hayman Davis Bloxom Whitehead N/C
* N/C Hayman Elexom
FRIDAY riayman Davis Whitenead Bloxom N/C

*Top and Bettom of desiagnations indicate alternating weeks.
DISTRICT TWO WINTER SCHEDULE
January through June

Somerset Wicomico | | Wicomico Il | Snow Hill Ocean City
MONDAY N/C Davis Whitehead | Blcxom Hayman
TUESDAY Hayman Davis Whitehead N/C Bloxom
WEDNESDAY | N/C Davis Whitehead Biexom N/C
THURSDAY Hayman Cavis Bloxem Whitehead N'C
FRIDAY Hayman Davis Whitehead Bioxem N/C

—

~Each Wednesdzay one judge availatle for cut of District travel assignment




PROPOSED
DISTRICT TWO SUMMER SCHEDULE
July through December
Somerset | Wicomico | Wicomico | Wicomico | Snaw Hill Ocean City
| ' ] i
MONDAY N/C Davis Whitehead Hayman Bloxom New Judge
TUESDAY Hayman Davis Whitehead N/C Bloxom New Judge
WEDNESDAY N/C Davis Whitehead Hayman Bloxom New Judge
* Hayman N/C
THURSDAY Hayman Davis Whitehead N/C New Judge Bloxom
FRIDAY Hayman Davis Whitehead New Judge | Bioxom N/C
“Tcp and Bottom of designations indicate afternating weeks.
DISTRICT TWO WINTER SCHEDULE
January through June
Somerset | Wicomico | Wicomico | Wicomico | Snow Hill Ocean City
| i i
. MONDAY N/C Davis Whitehead | Hayman Bloxom New Judge
 TUESDAY Hayman Davis Whitehead N/C Bloxom New Judge
'WEDNESDAY * | __N/C Davis Whitehead | Hayman | Bloxom N/C
3 ’ Hayfnan N/C
THURSDAY Hayman Davis Whitehead N/C New Judge | Bloxom
FRIDAY Hayman Davis Whitehead New Judge | Bloxom N/C

*Top and Bottom of designation indicate afternating weeks.
“*Each Wednesday cne judge available for out of District travel assignment

—_—
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